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REASONS FOR THE PROJECT

In recent years the Texas Department of Human Ser-~
vices (DHS) has faced a rising need for child protective
services (CPS) that exceeds the Department's capacity for
timely response to all cases. In 1983, for example, the
reported incidence of child abuse or neglect rose by
almost 9 percent over 1982. To complicate the problem,
this increase came at a time when the available resources
were shrinking.

Shrinking resources and increasing caseloads have
limited the time that workers can give each case and
made it more difficult for them to make decisions
efficiently, accurately, and consistently. As a result,
families may not be offered appropriate services,
inappropriate foster care placements can occur, and
children sometimes have to wait longer for a decision
about placement in an adoptive home.

To address these problems, DHS in September 1984
undertock the two-vear Case Decision Project. 1Its goal
was to improve productivity and impact in child protec-
tive services by applying automation to parts of the case
investigation process.

WHAT THE PROJECT ACCOMPLISHED
(AND_WHAT REMAINS TO BE DONE)

The project produced a Case Investigation Decision
Support System (CIDSS), which has two parts:

1. a manual version--a workbook that leads users
through a standardized method for obtaining case

information and making case decisions; and

vi
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2. an automated version.

Although the workbook (Appendix A) was intended as
a "stepping stone" toward the automated version, it can
be used by itself. In a pilot test, the workbook gained
broad acceptance. Part I of this document gives a full
report on evaluation of the workbook, and the "Main
Findings and Conclusions" are summarized on page ix
(one of the "yellow pages" at the end of this preface).

Pilot testing of the automated CIDSS discovered a
number of problems. One aspect of the system seemed
useful to pilot participants; the other, under present
circumstances, did not prove feasible. Part II of this
document gives details on evalvation of the automated
CIDSS, and "Main Findings and Conclusions" are summar-
ized on page x.

In R&D work the discovery of problems can be
highly useful information. DHS staff are now at work
refining the automated CIDSS with statewide implementa-
tion planned for 1988.

Applying automation to the process of investigating
cases takes considerable time and effort. However, the
potential benefits--among which are more uniform col-
lection of information, more accurate decisions, and
creater efficiency--appear to justify the custs. By
sharing its experience through this report, the Depart-
ment hopes to help others embarking on automation reap
the benefits sooner than they might have otherwise--and
at lower costs in time and effort.
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SUGGESTIONS ON HOW TO USE THIS REPORT

Readers have differing information needs, and all are
pressed for time. We (the authors and editor) have tried
to arrange this report with you in mind. Generally, we
. suggest that you READ THE YELLOW PAGES first.

If you have... You might first read ...

10-15 mins. Main Findings and Con-
clusions (pp. ix-x)
Other Lessons Learned (p. xi)

20~-30 mins. the preceding plus
Part I Conclusions (I-64 to I-65)
Part II Conclusions (II-21 to I-23)

30-45 mins. the preceding plus
Part I Summary of Findings
(I-62 to I-63)
Part II Findings
(II-18 to II-20)

45-60 mins. the preceding plus
Part II "subsection directories"
(pp. I-19, I-24, I-39, I-52)

To aid this type of "skim reading," a GLOSSARY (located
just before the back cover) gives definitions of special
terms and acronyms.

Although the evaluation was conducted by specialists
with doctoral-level training, we have tried to make the
entire report accessible %o the general reader. Special-

by ists in evaluation, systems analysis, or programming who
want more details should contact David Sheets at the
address on the title page.

viii
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MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

I: CIDSS WORKBOOK

Attitudes toward The Case Decision Project produced the Case Investigation

Standardization Decision Support System (CIDSS). The system has two
parts: (I) a manual workbook and (II) an automated system.
Each part was evaluated separately. (As a basis for devel-
oping CIDSS, the project also produced a conceptual model
of the case investigation process.)

Evaluation A large majority of surveyed caseworkers and supervisors
of Workbook thought that a standardized method for gathering case
information and making case decisions is a good idea. They
would use the workbook of their own volition.
Conclusion. The workbook’s standardized approach found
general acceptance.

Evaluation Seventy percent of those surveyed thought the workbook

of Training better than previous methods of documenting cases. The
consensus was that the workbook made it easier to meet
program standards and did not add to the overall effort of
investigating a case. Shortcomings cited--the workbook
isn’t well suited to documenting complex cases, and refine-
ments are needed to better reflect the actual sequence of
case investigation.

Conclusion. Project managers should study the benefits

of suggested refinements.

Evaluation Trainees gave instructors and training material positive
of Pilot Test ratings, though they requested more definitions, examples,
and follow-up sessions. Scores on exercises that tested
understanding of the model and proficiency in using the
workbook indicated a need for improvements in training.
An interesting finding was that those who scored highest
on the exercises were likely to have reported positive
attitudes toward the idea of standardization.
Conclusion. With more detailed training, written
instructions for using the workbook, and follow-up sessions
the workbook can and should be implemented statewide.

At the end of an eight-week pilot test, most staff had a
hisher opinion of the workbook than they did before the
tes..

Conclusion. The workbook is at least an acceptable and
probably a good alternative to previous methods.

ix
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II. AUTOMATED CIDSS

Reactions to
the Pilot Test

Caseworkers’
Comments

Supervisors’

Comments

Conclusions

The automated CIDSS was intended to handle information
for two purposes:

I. torecord case information and analyze it to aid in
decisions on whether to open or close a case
(DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM--DSS);

2. to receive and assign cases (intake), track their
status, and produce information to aid management
of the work (MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYS-
TEM--MIL).

In the pilot test of the automated CIDSS, staff reported
largely negative experience with the DSS aspect but fairly
positive reastion to the MIS aspect. The latter offered
some clear benefits for day-do-day op ‘rations, whereas the
former seemed unhelpful.

Caseworkers complained that the automated CIDSS was a
slow and cumbersome way of recording case information
compared to taped dictation. They also voiced a need for
better training and follow-up, a user’s guide to the soft-
ware, and on-site consultation. They felt they needed a
period of relief from their regular work load to learn the
new system. And access to terminals at convenieut times
was a problem,

Supervisors agreed about the shortcomings of training.
They also felt that data entry was not a good use of case-
workers’ time. Supervisors still think that an automated
system can prove helpful for assigning and managing cases.

Although CIDSS was not designed primarily as an MIS, pilot
test staff found this aspect much more useful than the DSS
aspect. CIDSS is being redesigned to provide a greater
range of managment information. Project managers believe
that experience with an MIS will prepare the ground for
successful implementation of a DSS.




I: CIDSS WORKBOOK

Attitudes toward
Standardization

Evaluation of
Workbook

Evaluation
of Training

Evaluation
of Pilot Test

MAIN FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Case Decision Proje~t produced the Case Investigation
Decision Support System (CIDSS). The system has two
parts: (I) a manual workbook and (II) an automated system.
Each part was cvaluated separately. (As a basis for devel-
oping CIDSS, the project also produced a conceptual model
of the case investigation process.)

A large majority of surveyed caseworkers and supervisors
thought that a standardized method for gathering case
information and making case decisions is a good idea. They
would use the workbook of their own volition.

Conclusion. The workbook’s standardized approach fourd
general acceptance.

Seventy percent of those surveyed thought the workbook
better than previous methods of documenting cases. The
consensus was that the workbook made it easier to meet
program standards and did not add to the overall effort of
investigating a case. Shortcomings cited--the workbook
isn’t well suited to documenting complex cases, and refine-
ments are needed to better reflect the actual sequence of
case investigation.

Conclusion. Project managers should study the benefiis
of suggested refinements.

Trainees gave instructors and training material positive
ratings, though they requested more definitions, examples,
and follow-up sessions. Scores on exercises that tested
understanding of the model and proficiency in using the
workbook indicated a need for improvements in training.

An interesting finding was that those who scored highest
on the exercises were likely to have reported positive
attitudes toward the idea of standardization.

Conclusion. With more detailed training, written
instructions for using the workbook, and follow-up sessions
the workbook can and should be implemented statewide.

At the end of an cight-week pilot test, most staff had a
higher opinion of the workbook than they did before the
test.

Conclusion. The workbook is at least an acceptable and
probably a good alternative to previous methods.

ix




PART |

" Impact Evaluation

CASE INVESTIGATION DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM (CIDSS)

MANUAL WORKBOOK

'EC 16

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Protective Services for Families and Children
(PSFC) Branch is developing automated support for
child protective services (CPS) field staff. The case
investigation workbook began as a recording instrument
to support software intended to automate CPS case
investigation reporting and recording. The workbook
was a prototype of the software system and was used by
CPS specialists to test the planned content and organi-
zation of the software. During prototyping, it became
apparent that the workbook could stand on its own, and
that it had advantages over current procedures for
recording case investigations.

The pilot test of the CIDSS workbook was in-
tended to help refine the content and organiza-
tion of the software and to test the usefulness
of the workbook without softwzre.

SO I CATIONS

The format of the workbook was generally accept-
able. Staff did not suggest revisions that influence
the content or organization of the software. Staff
comments recommend a high level of training and support
during workbook implementation. An implication of
their comments is that--

the workbook and the software should be imple-
mented separately to minimize the likelihood of
training overload. Results of the training

evaluation are consistent with this conclusion.




WORKBOOK IMPLICATIONS

The pilot test staff had generally positive reac-
tions to the workbook. Nearly two~thirds of them said
that they would probably or definitely continue to use
the workbook if it were their decision to make.

Over three-quarters of the respondents agree
with PSFC that the workbook is a good idea.

PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS

A few problems were identified. The solutions to
most of the problems consisted of better directions for
using the workbook and more training, especially prac-
tice and examples. Frequently, training needs were
specified as a "need for follow-up training." It is
appropriate to conclude that--

given (1) detailed training, (2) written direc~
tions on use of the workbook and (3) training

follow-up at one to two months, the workbook
can and should be implemented statewide.

I-iii
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1. BACKGROUND

As a convenience to the reader, sections (and some

of the longer subsections) are preceded by a "mini"
table of contents dubbed a "directory."

Section 1 Directory

1.1 Introduction (I-1)

1.2 CPS Automation Plan (I-4)

1.3 Developing the Workbook (I-7)

1.1 INTRODUCTION

CPS Automatjon Stages. The Protective Services for

Families and Children (PSFC) Branch of the Texas De-
partment of Human Services (DHS) is engaged in an
effort to automate child protective services (CPS).
This effort is being pursued in three stages.

o The first stage, providing automated support for
the intake function, has been completed.

o The second stage, automated support for case
investigations, has been pilot-tested and is
currently being redesigned for statewide imple-
mentation.

o The third stage, automated support for planning
and managing cases that are opened for services,
is the most complex and sansitive of the three
efforts and is still under development.

. The Case Decision Project contributed to the second
stage of CPS czutomation.




The Case Decision Project developed *he Case
Investigation Decision Support System (CIDSS),
which consists of two parts:

1. The CIDSS manual workbook (Part I of this

report describes its evaluation and reports
on the support needed to facilitate intro-
duction of the workbook as Texas' standard
form for recording CPS investigations).

2. The CIDSS automated system, a software
version of the workbook (Part II of this
report describes its evaluation, reports on
problems of introducing an automated system,
and suggests some solutions).

The Case Investigation Decision Support System
(CIDDS) manual workbook began as a recording instrument
and guide to support software intended to automate CPS
case investigation reporting and recording. The work-
book was a paper representation of the software system.
The software and tha workbook were based on a model
that increases objectivity by separating the investiga-
tion and decision-making aspects of the process (see
subsection 1.3).

Goals for the Workbook. The workbook was treated
as a prototype of the software system and used by case
invescigation specialists 1.0 test the planné& content
and organization of the software. During prototyping,
it became apparent that the workbook could stand on its
own and that it had aavantages over current procedures
for recording case investigations. The pilot test of
the CIDSS workbook was intended to help refine the
content and organization of the software and to test
the usefulness of the workbook without software. The
decision to test the feasibility of statewide implemen-

<0



tation without software was made to see whether the
workbook could help CPS achieve three goals:

. o Standardize recording of case investigations.
Use of the workbook provides a standardized

- format for recording and reporting the results
of case investigations. Standardization facili-
tates communication and provides a basis for
identifying the completeness and adequacy of the
case record.

o Achieve standardizatjon quickly. The automated
system will take years to implement statewide,
and it is likely that rural areas are many years
away from access to networked automated record
keeping.

o Separate learning investjaation strategies from
learning to use a computer. Using the workbook
before using the software separates learning the
standardized investigation system from leaining
to use the software and spreads the effort
required over a longer period of time.

Early in the development of the automated system,
versions of the workbook were used to prototype the
form and content of the automated system. In July of
1985 the basic design of the software and thus the
workbook had been established. Between August and
November the workbook was refined, training designed,
and the CIDSS workbook pilot test planned. The pilot

- test included nearly 100 CPS investigation specialists

21




from two DHS regicns and ran for four months, November
1985 through Febru ry 1986.

. 1.2 CPS AUTOMATION PIAN

For the past several years human service agencies
have found themselves in a situation of declining re-
sources and expanding client service i.ceds. One way to
address this problem is to reduce the cost of service
delivery and improve the effectiveness of services de-
livered. Computers have been successful in helping
private industry reduce overhead and lower unit costs.
DHS, like many other public agencies, has invested in
automation in the hope of replicating private industry
success. Figure 1-1 shows the proposed flow of CPS
automation systems and indicates the stages completed
so far.

Needs the System Must Meet. CPS's automation goals
include development of an information system that meets
a broad range of needs for three categories of staff.

1. case Investigation Specjalists: for the spe-

cialist in the field, needs include--

o a standardized format for recording;

0 quick retrieval, revision, and t.ransfer of
case information;

o automated production and transmission of
required forms:;

o support in meeting program requirements;
case decision support systems;
work load and caseload status summaries; and

2. Supervisors: for the supervisor, system needs
; include--
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0 more easily understood and interpreted
records;

o automated systems to facilitate work load
management; and

o unit work load and caseload status summaries

3. Regional and state staff: for regional and

state program staff, system needs include-~

o0 <ork load and performance summaries by pro-
gram director, region, and branch;

o client-population descriptions and tracking
ability;
management decision support; and

o policy testing (modeling) capability.

rk. In a local
CPS office, the proposed CPS systems will perform three
functions (also partially represented in the middle of
figure I-1. The first function, Automated MAPPER}
Intake (AMI), employs software to automate and provide
printing and telecommunications capability for CPS
intake. (The precursor to AMI was the Prompted Intake
System.) Software to automate intake nas been pilot
tested and is currently in use by one intake site. As
telecommunications and computer facilities become
available, AMI will be implemented in additional sites.

The second function, the Cage Investigation Deci-
sion Support System (CIDSS), has the following com-

ponents:
1. the CIDSS workbook:
2. the automated CIDSS, which features--
o automated case recording,

IMaintaining, Preparing, and Producing Executive
Reports--a UNISYS-developed software language.

I-6
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o automation of case management tasks, and
o automated management informatior. reporting.

The CIDSS Workbook has been pilot tested and is the
subject of Part I in this evaluation report. Ccase re-
cording software has been tested in the field. The
decision support system is under development.

The third set of software functions, in the initial
stage of design, will automate recording related to

case management and planning.

1.3 DEVELOPING THE WORKBOOK

As a convenience to the reader, lengthier subsec-
tions such as this are provided with a directory.

Subsection 1.3 Directory
1.3.1 Introduction to CIDSS Development (I-7)
1.3.2 Specifying the Data Elements (I-8)
1.3.3 Developing the Model (I-9)

1.3.4 Finalizing the Instrument (I-11)

1.3.1 Introducticn to CIDSS Development

At the beginning of the project the essential tasks
were the following:

o specify the data elements that need to be col-
lected during an investigation in order to
arrive at a sound decision about case disposi-

tion:




o develop a model of the decision-making process:;
and

o incorporate these two factors into an instrument
that allows for ease of data collection by the
worker and ease of case reading by the super-
visor.

1.3.2 Specifyving the Data Elements

The first step was to design a manual investigation
workbook. This workbook was submitted to a process of
review and modification by a work group made up of CPS
experts from across the state. The group included
field staff, CPS supervisors and administrators, and
project managers. This combination of experience and
perspectives ensured that the initial versions of the
workbook were based on field experience, management
analyses, and an extensive review of the clinical and
research literature. After producing three revisions
of the workbhook, the group felt that no further devel-
opment could take place without testing in actual work
settings.

. As a second step, the work group elected to carry
out limited and informal field tests of the draft CIDSS
workbook. A field-ready version of the workbook was
produced, and three sites in Texas volunteered to test
it for 60 days. Staff expected to use the workbook re-
ceived an overview of its purpose and origin. They
used the workbook for 30 days, and their recommenda-
tions for modification were used for revisions. The
revised workbook was then introduced to the same sites,
and after 30 to 45 days of use the staff's reactions
and recommendations were solicited and used in revising
the workbook again.

20




The testing and revision resulted in the pilot test

version of tae CIDSS workbook. The process also led to
identification and specification of the CPS investiga-
tion decision-making process. Understanding the decis-
ion-making process allowed project managers to develop
a model of the process and to design training for pilot
test staff.

1.3.3 Developindg the Model

As the workbook was being field tested, project
managers were working on specifying training needs for
a pilot test. A key element of developing clear and
effective training was specification of a decision
model, consistent with CPS literature, that could be
applied in the field. A review of the literature
indicated that the investigation consists of two sepa-
rate decision processes: (1) assessing potential risk
to the child and (2) assessing the capacity of the
family and other resources to address the abuse situa-
tion.

Assessing risk included activities related to
judging whether child abuse had occurred and the like-
lihood of future abuse. If investigators found that
abuse was likely to occur in the future they proceeded
to the second process, an assessment of what types of
intervention would alter the abusive circumstances to
minimize risk of future abuse.

Throughout the field tests, staff were asked to
describe their use of and reactions to the workbook.
Their reactions supported the separation of the deci-
sion processes but indicated that frequently the pro-
cesses overlapped or were carried out simultaneously.
The consistency among findings from the literature
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review and interviews with field staff led project
staff to accept the separation of decision processes
and base the investigation model on this feature of
investigations.

Feedback from staff and the opinions of the work
group had resulted in a workbook with sections that
addressed elements of each decision process. Analysis
of the workbook sections and staff reports of how they
used each section and subsection helped identify the
activities included in the two investigation processes.
The activities and processes were identified as falling
into two stages. '

Stage 1: Assessing Risk. Data from three general
areas are collected and analyzed to determine the in-
tensity of risk for abuse/neglect to the child.

o The Event: Did the alleged abuse/neglect occur?

o The Effect: How severe was the abuse/neglect,
and what were its effects upon the child and
family?

o The Environment: To what extent does the psy-
chosocial and physical environment act to sup-
port or prevent the occurrence of abuse/neglect?

If some degree of risk intensity is found, Stage 2 of
the model is invoked.
Stage 2: Assessing Available Intervention/Treat-

ment Resources. Resources available to reduce the risk
intensity are assessed in order to arrive at one of two
case decisions: (1) close the case, or (2) open the

case for in-home services or removal of the child from

the home. Three types of resources are assessed.




o The Family: Does the nuclear and/or extended
family have sufficient resources to reduce the
risk intensity? 1If so the case can be closed.

o The Communitv: Are community resources avail-
able and accessible to the family to reduce the
risk intensity? 1If so, the case can be closed
after appropriate referrals are made.

©0 Child Protective Services: If the child is
still at risk after the application of fami.y
and community resources, the family is eligible
for child protective services. The level of
risk at this point will determine the level of
intervention (in-home services or removing the
child).

The model based on this analysis of the investiga-
tion process is called the RIF-RAF Model (Risk Inten-
sity Factors/Resource Availability Factors). Figure
I-2 attempts to present it visually.

1.3.4 Finalizing the Instrument

The workbook was introducted to a new site with
training. Input from staff at the new site was pre-
sented at the next work group meeting. During the
meeting another revision of the workbook was produced.
At this meeting the work group decided that the work-
book was close to its final form, that the training
plan was adequate, and that a formal pilot test of the
workbook should be carried out. Evaluation up to this
point had been informal, and it was felt that a more
reliable evaluation was needed to provide a solid

I-11
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foundation for 1 system of this importance and com-

plexity.

Figure I-2. RIF/FAF Model of

CPS Case Investigations

EVENT—

RISK
INTENSITY— EFFECT
FACTORS |

ENVIRONMENT—

Case Decision

FACTORS

RESOURCE .CLOSE
AVAILABILITY
.OPEN

Areas Assessed
INITIAL ALLEGATIONS

CHILD PARENT EXPLANATION
INJURIES TO CHILD
CHILD EVALUATION
ADULT EVALUATION

HOME ENVIRONMENT

Resources Assessed
FAMILY RESOURCES
COMMUNITY RESOURCES

DHS PROTECTIVE SERVICES

The RIF/RAF Model (and the analysis from which it
came) provided the basis for training the pilot test

staff.
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2. METHODS

Section 2 Directory
2.1 Introduction (p. I-13)
2.2 Population and Sample (p. I-13)
2.3 Evaluation Research Design (p. I-14)

2.4 Types of Data Analysis (p. I-16)

. ODUCTION

The methods section includes three subsections.
First, the population and sample are discussed in terms
of their adequacy to answer the research questions.
Second, the research design and the research questions
are discussed. Third, the data analyses are intro-
duced. (The resulting findings are presented in
section 3.)

2.2 POPULATION AND SAMPLE

The work group for the pilot wanted to ensure that
the workbook was tested with all types of cases as well
as in both urban and rural settings. With these
criteria expressed, two regions volunteered as pilot

sites: Region 11 (Houston) and Region 8 (Corpus
Christi and the Rio Grande Valley). These sites met
the selection criteria and were chosen for the pilot.
Participation within each region was also voluntary,
and 117 staff volunteered to test the workbook. Table
I-1 shows the breakdown of specialist and supervisor
staff by region.
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TABLE I-1
Pilot Test Volunteers by DHS Region and Job

Staff Position Region 8 Region 11
Program Directors 3 3
Unit Supervisors 12 3
Case Specialists 71 25
Total 86 31

The voluntary nature of selection may be a bias in
the sample. However, volunteering was done at a man-
agement level, and individual workers were required to
participate if their supervisors opted to do so. Also,
nearly all staff managed by the six project directors
used the workbook.

2.3 _EVALUATION RESEARCH DESIGN

2.3.1 Evaluation Questions

The CIDSS workbook pilot test was designed to
answer the following general evaluation questions:

o How do workers respond to use of the workbook?

o What are the problems with the layout or content
of the workbook?

o What types of training and support are necessary
to support introduction and use of the workbock?

The evaluation also set out to identify what implica-
tions the workbook evaluation might have for the
content and organization of the CIDSS software.




2.3,2 Evaluation Stratedgies

The evaluation plan included three strategies to
answer these questions: (1) questionnaires, (2) tele-
phone contacts, and (3) individual and group discus-

; sions.
Questionnajres. There were two types of question-
naires.

o One type, administered to both case inves-
tigation specialists and to supervisors, was a
"series of attitude surveys (Appendix A). These
surveys asked staff about their experience with
the workbook, their reactions to standardization
of case investigation record keeping, and their

opinion on aspects of the workbook and their
job. The attitude questionnaires were adminis-
tered before the pilot test, a.ter staff
training, and at the end of the pilot. The
questionnaire administered after training
included both open- and closed-ended questions
evaluating the training.

The other type of questionnaire was the Im-
plementation Factors (IF) Survey (Appendix B). This
survey is a simple procedure for anticipating implemen-
tation problems and monitoring problem resolution.
Supervisors and program directors in the pilot sites
completed IF surveys br.fore, during, and at the end of
the pilot.

Telephone Contacts. The second evaluation strategy
" was a telephone contact system that allowed each worker
quick access to problem resolution. The system was set
: up to help identify workbook problems quickly and to
provide a means of responding as quickly as nossible

I-15
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not only to the case investigation specialist who
identified the problem but to all pilot test partici-
pants. Those with workbook problems had the option of
contacting the project manager directly or ccntacting
their supervisor to relay a problem to the project
manager, who responded directly to the caller identify-
ing a problem. The project manager then had the option
of using a telephone tree or a memo (depending on the
urgency of the problem) to report the resolution of the
problem to pilot test staff.

Individual and Group Discussions. The third
evaluation strategy consisted of informal contacts and
group discussions organized around complaints and
problems. Several of these contacts and discussions
were carried out before the pilot test began. DHS
travel restrictions and the small number of problems
that came up meant there were few informal contacts and
only two discussions with groups of staff during the
pilot.

2.4 TYPES OF DATA ANALYSIS

The data analyses include frequency, breakdowns,
and crosstabulations. Frequencies are used to display
response rates by response category. Breakdown
analyses are used to show mean responses across
respondents. Crosstabulations are used to indicate
associations among responses to different yuestions.



3. FINDINGS

Section Directory
Introduction (I-18)

Attitudes toward Work and Standardization
(I-19)

Evaluation of the Workbook (I-24)

* Evaluation of Training (I-39)

Evaluation of the Pilot Test (I-52)

Summary of Overall Findings (I-62)




3.1 INTRODUCTION

The evaluation findings are organized into five
subsections. Subsection 3.2, "Attitudes toward Work
and Standardization," provides a baseline measure of
participants' attitudes about their jobs and the work
they do. The subsection also presents information
concerning how they expect standardization will
influence the way they carry out a case investigation.

Subscction 3.3, "Evaluation of the Workbook,"
presents findings conccining how attitudes toward
standardization and opinions of the workbook changed
over the course of the pilot. Findings are presented
on strengths and weaknesses of the workbook. The last
part of the subsection identifies pilot test staff
suggestions for improving the workbook.

Sukcsection 3.4, "Evaluation of Training," includes
the findings from two post-test exercises, workers'
reactions to the instructor and the training content,
and a critique of the training content. This subsec-
tion includes an analysis of the relationship of
performance on the post-training exercises and re-
sponses to two types of workbook evaluation questions.

Subsection 3.5, "Evaluation of the Pilot Test,"
reports on findings from the Implementation Factors
Questionnaire. The questionnaire tracked supervisors'
assessments of the workbook and their opinions of pilot
test operations over time.

Subsection 3.6 summarizes the main findings

described in subsections 3.2 through 3.5.
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Subsection 3.2 Directory
Data Sources (I-20)

Attitudes toward Job--Generally Positive,
Little Change (I-20)

Attitudes toward Standardization--Little
Change Overall (I-21)

Summary=--Attitudes Little Influenced
(I-23)




3.2.1 DATA SOURCES

Pilot test staff were asked about eight aspects of
their work, before and at the end of the pilot test.
The questions before the pilot were asked before staff
were introduced to the workbook. The questions were
asked again at the end of the ")ilot to see whether use
of the workbook had an influence on staff attitudes
toward work. The question response scales ranged from
"7" to "1" with "7" representing the most desirable
attitudes toward work and "1" the least desirable.

|
|
|
|
|
|
l
3.2.2 Attitudes toward Job-- {
Generally Pogitive, Little Change

Examination of the average scores shows little
change in attitudes from before the pilot to after
using the workbook for four months (table I-2).

The questionnaire item read "Here are some words
and phrases which can be used to describe how you see
your job. For example, if you think your job is very
'boring' circle number 1, right next to the word
'boring.!' If you think you jok is very 'interesting,'
circle r.amber 7, right next to the word ‘'interesting.'’
If you think it is somewhere in between, circle a

number between 1 and 7."
Staff reported generally positive attitudes toward

the eight aspects of their jobs. The highest scores
indicated that the pilot staff find their job "Inter-
esting" (6.1) and "Worthwhile" (6.2). The lowest
average score was 4.2 on the Hopeful vs. Discouraging
scale at the end of the pilot. Since 4.0 is the mid-

| point of the scale, 4.2 indicates a slight tendency for
staff to respond that they find their work "Hopeful."
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TABLE I-2
Attitudes toward Job

Attitude Categories Before End of
Pilot Pilot

Interesting vs. Boring
Enjoyable vs. Miserable

Worthwhile vs. Useless
Friendly vs. Lonely

Full vs. Empty

Hopeful vs. Discouraging

Rewarding vs. Disappointing
Brings out the best in me
vs. doesn't give me )
a chaance 4.8 4.8

o bt b
e & e 8 s s
O NWN &

Average 5.0 5.1

The average scores of 5.0 and 5.1 indicate that before
and after the pilot test staff had good attitudes
toward their jobs and the work they do.

)3 Attitudes f tandardization--
Little change Overall

There were 11 questions on staff opinions concern-
ing standardization and the workbook. These questions
were asked before the pilot, after training on how to
use the workbook, and at the end of the pilot test.
There was very little difference in staff opinions
concerning the workbook at each cf the three times.
Their overall mean score changed from 4.4 before the
pilot to 4.3 after training to 4.2 at the end of the
pilot (table I-3).




TABLE I-3
Attitudes toward Standardization and the Workbook

Attitude Statements! Before After After

Pilot Training Pilot

6.
7.
8.

10.

11.

Not increase my work load? 4.6 4.2 4.4

Increase freedom on job 3.7 3.5 3.4

Improve quality of

work I produce 4.7 4.6 4.0

Not more di_ficult to

meet deadline 4.8 4.5 4.7

Not make it difficult

to do good job 5.2 5.0 5.0

Make work more challenging 3.8 4.0 3.5

liot make work more frustrating 4.6 4.4 4.3

Not decrease my discretion

on job 4.2 4.4 4.7

Increase ability to

get work done 4 3 4.3 4.3

Easier to keep up

with work load 4.9 4.3 4.1

Make my job more interesting 4.1 3.9 3.6
Average 4.4 4.3 4.2

o
.

The introduction to the 11 statements read as
follows: "We are interested in learning how the
CIDSS investigation guide has changed your job and
the work you do. A number of pessible changes are
listed below. Please indicate your level of
agreement or disagreement with each statement by
checking the appropriate numbered box on the seven-
point scale."

These questions were asked with six positive
statements and fivz negative ones. For this table,
"not" was added to the negative statements to make
them positive, and scores for these questions were
converted to provide comparable scores across

statements.




Mean ratings for three of the statements (numbers
3, 8, and 10) show a notable change from before train-
ing to after training. The scores that dropped (state-
ments 3 and 10) indicate that experience with the form
did not meet staff expectations to "improve the quality
of work" and for making it "easier to keep up with work
load." The score that increased (statement 8) indi-
cated that use of the workbook did not decrease spe-
cialists' and supervisors' "discretion on the job" as
much as they had anticipated. The average scores from
before the pilot, after training, and after the pilot
test indicate that in general there was little change
in staff attitudes toward standardization.

3.2.4 Summary: Attitudes toward Work
and Standardization--Little Influenced

The pilot test of the workbook does not appear to
have influenced staff attitudes toward work. Overall
staff responses to the idea of standardization and to
the workbook as the method of standardization also
remained fairly steady for the duration of the pilot.
It would appear that the workbook has had little
influence on attitudes toward work and standardization.




3.3 EVALUATION OF THE WORKBOOK

Subsection 3.3 Directory

Opinions of the Workbook
3.3.1 Major.ty Would Use the Workbook (I-25)

‘ 3.3.2 Most Favor the Idea
of Standardization (I-26)

3.3.3 Workbook Met Most
Users' Expectations (I-27)

Experience with the Workbook

3.3.4 Plurality Think Case Documentation
Improved (I-28)

3.3.5 Usefulness of the Workbook (I-29)
©0 Most useful for "quickie" and typ-
ical cases:; least useful for conm-

plex cases (I-29)

0 Most respondents complete workbook
after the investigation (I-30)

3.3.€ Effect on Case Investigation Effort (I-32)

o Workbook took more time for a large
proportion of respondents (I-32)

o Easier t» meet program standards (I-33)

0 Number of case contacts
stayed the same (I-33)

o Summary--nc change overall (I-34)

3.3.7 Open-Ended Comments and Suggestions
for Improvement (I-35)

o Minor changes (I-35)
- o Major changes (I-36)
o General reactions (I-37)

3.3.9 Summary--Reactions tc Workbook, Though
Mixed, Tended toward Positive (I-38)




Findings concerning the workbook are taken from the
three surveys carried out over the course of the pilot
test. Two kinds of data were collected. Quantitative
data were collected concerning opinions of and reac-
ticns to use of the workbook. Each survey also
included required and/or optional comment sections.

3.3.1 Majority Would Use the Workbook

The key finding concerning the workbook is that 63%
of the respondents reported that they probably or def-
initely would use the workbook (table I-4).

TABLE I-4
Using the Woxrkbook--Pro and Con

Responses to the question
"If it were entirely your choice
would you continue to use the CIDSS workbook?"

Response Categor:as Number of Number of Percent-

Specialists Supervisors ages

Definitely No 5 -

18% No
Probably No 13 2
Not Sure 10 1
Probably Yes 28 2

63% Yes
Definitely Yes 19 4

The question does not address whether or not
respondents would dislike being required to use it.
But only 18% reported that they would probably or
definitely not use the workbook if it were their

choice.
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3.3.2 Most Favyor the Idea of Standardization

On three occasions, pilot test staff were asked
whether a standardized workbook was a good idea: before
training, after training, and at the end of the pilot.
Most of the respondents did not see the workbock before
training, so they were asked whether a standardized
investigation guide was a good idea for CPS. After
training and after the pilot, staff were asked whether
the CIDSS workbook was good idea for CPS. Before
training 75.7% of respondents indicated that a stand-
ardized guide was probably or definitely a good idea
(takle I-5).

TABLE I-5
opinions on the Idea of Standardization

Reactions to the question "do you think that
the use of a standardized investigation guide
is a good idea for child protective services?"

Response Before After After
Category Training Training Pilot Test
No. % No. % No. %
Definitely No 0 - 0 - 0 -
Probably No 2 2.4% 3 3.5% 6 7.1%
Not Sure 18 21.4% 23 26.7% 13 15.3%
Probably Yes 36 42.4% 44 51.2% 39 45.9%
Definitely Yes 28 33.3% 16 18.6% 27 31.8%
Total % Yes 75.7% 69.8% 77.7%

After being trained in use of the CIDSS workbook,
staff were somewhat less optimistic, with 69.8% report-
ing they probably or definitely felt that the workbook
was a good idea. Most notably, the percentage of
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"Definitely Yes" responses dropped from 33.3% to only
18.6%. After four months of use 77.7% of respondents
reported that the CIDSS workbook was probably or
definitely a good idea. Also, the percentage of
"Definitely Yes" responses was up to 31.8%, only one
person different from the prepilot finding of 33.3%.

3.3.3 W o] Mosg sers' Expectations

An additional question was asked to expand upon the
opinions presented in subsections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 and
to ensure comparability of findings about the idea of
standardization vs. the CIDSS workbook. After train-
ing, staff were asked whether the CIDSS workbook met
their expectations. Nearly half of the trainees
(48.8%) reported that the workbook did meet their
expectations (table I-6).

TABLE I-6
CIDSS Workbook: Realization vs. Expectations

Responses to the statement "The CIDSS workbook

is than expected."
Response Category Respondents Percent
Much Better 12 14.0
Better 25 29.1
As Expected 42 48.8
Worse ) 7 8.1
Much Worse 0 -

The CIDSS workbook failed to meet the expectations
of only 8.1% of the trainees. The fact that 91.8%
reported that the workbook at least met their expecta-




.

tions supports the earlier finding of little if any
shift in responses from pretraining opininns on the
idea of standardization to the post-training evaluation
of the CIDSS workbook. In other words, the workbook
was as good or better than what staff expected of a
standardized guide. The only notable difference is
that post-training responses tended to be more conser-
vative, with a larger portion of responses in the
"Probably Yes" category.

3.3.4 Plurality Thi Case umentatio mproved

Pilot test staff were asked to compare the workbook
to previous methods of recording by agreeing or dis-

agreeing with three¢ statements:

o (Using the workbook has) improved the documenta-
tion in case records.

o A workbook record is less clear than a record
before the pilot test.

o The workbook record makes it hard to really

understand the case.

For this report the second and third statements are
converted to positive statements and the response cate-
gories are recoded to standardize higher numbers as
more desirable responses.

Table I-7 shows that 58.3% of the respondents
agreed that use of the workbook improved documentation.
Nearly half (45.1%) of the recspondents reported that a
workbook record was not less clear than previous
investigation recoris, and 50.6% said that an investi-
gation recorded in the workbook was not hard to
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TABLE I-7
Workbook's Effect on Documenting Case Investigation

Response Improved Not Less Not Hard To
Category Documentation Clear Understand
No. % No. 3 No. %

Disagree Strongly 7 8.3% 4 4.9% 6 7.2%
Disagree 9 10.7% 10 12.2% 8 9.6%

Disagree Somewhat 5 6.0% 11 13.4% 15 18.1%

Neither 14 16.7% 20 24.4% 12 14.5%
Agree Somewhat 23 27.4% 15 18.3% 13 15.7%
Agree 20 23.8% 20 24.4% 26 31.3%
Agree Strongly 6 7.1% 2 2.4% 2 3.6%
Tctal % Agree 58.3% 45.1% 50.6%

understand. On the other hand 16.7% felt that the
workbook did not improve documentation 25.6% said
workbook recordings are less clear and 27.7% reported
that the workbook records are hard to understand.

3.3.5 Usefulness of the Workbook

st Us "ouickie" and Typi ases;

Useful for Complex Cases. Three survey questions asked
whether the workbook was especially good for recording
(1) "quickie," (2) complex, and (3) typical cases. The
respondents tended to agree that the workbock was
especially good for recording quickie and typical
cases. Table I-8 shows that 47.7% disagreed with the
statement "The workbook is especially good foi record-

ing complex cases."
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47




TABLE I-8
Type of Cases Workbook is Useful For

Responses to the statement "The workbook is
especially good for . . ."

Response Quickie Complex Typical
Categ-ry No. % No. % No. %
Disagree Strongly 7 8.3% 4 4.8% 1 1.2%
Disagree 9 10.7% 21 25.0% 2 2.4%
Disagree Somewhat 9 10.7% 15 17.9% 4 4.8%
Neither 8 9.5% 11 13.1% 14 16.7%
Agree Somewhat 11 13.1% 12 14.3% 25 29.8%
Agree 26 31.0% 15 17.9% 30 35.7%
Agree Strongly 14 16.7% 6 7.1% 8 9.5%
Total % Agree 60.8% 39.3% 75.0%

Respondent comments identify two possible explana-
tions for the disagreement. First, several comments
and discussions indicated that cases involving a lot of
people, especialliy cases with several victims and/or
perpetrators, required so many pages that it was
difficult to keep track of case relationships and keep
the workbook properly organized. Second, in complex
cases, the workbook space allocation is inadequate.

For example, recording the text of explanations for
several allegations requires additional pages.

Most Respondents Complete Workbook after the
Investigation. Two survey questions asked how the
workbook was used in an investigation. Table I-9 shows
that 39% of the respondents agree with the statement "I
refer to the workbook as I do the investigatior."




te

TABLE I-9
When Respondents Use the Workbook--
during or after Investigation

Response During After
Investigation Investigation
Largely Completed
Category No. % No. %
Disagree Strongly 3 3.7% 0 -
Disagree 15 18.3% 3 3.7%
Disagree Somewhat 6 7.3% 6 7.3%
Neither 26 31.7% 2 25.6%
Agree Somewhat 19 23.2% 12 14.6%
Agree 11 13.4% 36 43.9%
Agree Strongly 2 2.4% 4 4.9%
Total % Agree 39.0% 63.4%

The table also shows that at least 29.3% of the
respondents do not use the workbook as a guide during
the investigation. It is possible that some staff who
responded "Neither" do not refer to the workbook.

Only 11% of the respondents disagreed with the
statement "I fill out the workbook after the investiga-
tion is substantially completed." Most of the respon-
dents (63.4%) agreed that they complete the workbook
after the investigation.
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3.3.6 Effect on Case Investigation Effort

The responses to three statements address the
evaluation question "Does use of the workbook change
the level of effort required to investigate a case?"

Workbook Took More Time for a lLarge Proportion of
Respondents. Responses to the statement that use of
the workbook has not "increased time to complete docu-
mentation" show that 47.0% of the respondents dis-
agreed. They reported tbat the workbook took longer to
complete (table I-10).

TABLE I-10
Workbook's Effect on Case Documentation Time

Responses to the Statement
"Use of the workbook has not
"increased time to complete case docuaentation."

Response Category Numker Percent
Disagree Strongly 8 .6%
Disacgree 20 .1%
Disagree Somewhat 11 13.3%
Neither 20 24.1%
Agree Somewhat 8 9.6%
Agree 13 15.7%
Agree Strongly 2 3.6%

Total % Agree 28.9%




Only 28.9% of the respondents indicated that the
workbook did not take longer to complete than previous
recording forms, and 24.1% neither agreed nor dis-
agreed. In other words, when using the CIDS3 workbook
53.0% of the respondents take the same amount of time
or less time to complete a case investigation record.

Easier to Meet Program Standards. Most (77.4%) of
the respondents agreed that "the workbook makes it
easier to meet program standards" (table I-11l). Only
10 (11.9%) of the respondents reported that the work-
book does not make it easier to meet program standards.

TABLE I-11 _
Workbook's Effect on Meeting Program Standards

Responses to the statement
"The workbook makes it easier
to meet program standards."

Response Respondents
Category Number Percent
Disagree Strongly 1 1.2%
Disagree 3 3.6%
Disagree Somewhat 6 7.1%
Neither 9 10.7%
Agree Somewhat 21 25.0%
Adgree 36 42.9%
Agree Strongly 8 9,.5%
Total % Agree 77.4%

Number of Cases Contacts Stayed the Same. The last
statement concerning effort is "Since using the
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workbook I find that I make fewer contacts to complete
a case." Nearly half, 47.6%, of the respondents
disagreed (table I-12).

TABLE I-12
workbook's Effect on Number of Case Contacts

Responses to the statement
*Since using the workbook I find that I make fever
contacts to cumplete a case."

Response Respondents
Category Number Percent
Disagree Strongly 8 9.8%
Disagree 20 24.4%
Disagree Somewhat 11 13.4%
Neither 30 36.6%
Agree Somewhat 6 7.3%
Agree 6 7.3%
Agree Strongly 1 1.2%
Total % Agree 15.8%

Only 15.8% agreed that they made fewer contacts.
This indicates that staff are making as many or more
contacts using the workbook as they did under their
previous recording procedure.

Summarv--No Change in Overall Effort. In short,
using the workbook took longer to document cases but
made it easier to meet program standards. There was no
cnange in the number of cases contacts. On balance,
using the workbook produced no change in the level of
effort required to investigate cases.
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3.3.7 Open-Ended Comments
and Suggestions for Improvements

Comments (especially those in response to the ques-
tion "how would you change the workbook?") provide some
direction for resolving problems staff identified when
they used the workbook. The most frequent response was
a compliment or a statement similar to "no changes
needed now." The foilowing lists summarize respon-
dents' recommendations for changes and their general
reactions.

Minor changes. Respondents suggested the following
minor changes:

o Change the title Surmary of Referrals to Summary
of Previous Referr:ls.

0 Add clerical tracking line(s)--(clerk's name and
date of entry).

O Problems with continuity drew detailed sugges-
tions:

Summary of contacts, location good, but
reading cases I found myself flipping
back and forth to assessment pages. I
would place description of injuries in
section H where evaluation of children
is, reverse G and H because injuries are
described first in investigation.



(Put) adult's explanation first as this
is done (first). I think evaluations are
made at a later point in investigations,
so for continuity they should be later in
format.

o0 Add a space for complainant name and address.

O Add a form letter to notify complainant of case
finding.

o For brief investigations, have an optional
format with multiple people per page.

© Add a place for school/alternate care addresses.

o Add page numbers.

o Leave largei margins to allow space for r' »t or
top hole punch.

o0 Improve Aefinition of "extent" on risk-assess-
ment page.

O Give brief directions in workbook.

Major Changes. Respondents suggested the following
major changes:

0 Add a short form or system for recording simple
and/or moved and/or invalid referrals.

o Add more space and/or more pages to facilitate

: recording complex cases.




o Add a checklist of services to document services
used and/or offered.

General Reactions. Most of the praise for the
workbook focused on how well it rcpresented typical
cases and the fact that the record is concise and easy
to review. The most frequent negative observation was
that the workbook had a .ragmented appearanca. Many
staff noted that the workbook did not lend itself to
recording investigations of complex cases. In par-
ticular, they noted that institutional, day care, and
sex abuse cases are difficult to record.

A comment on the closing page of a Final Evaluation
Survey does a good job of summarizing the comments
about improving the workbook.

I think the form is excellent for recording
everything required by standards. I think I
record so much more pertinent information that
was omitted from th: straight narrative, and
that is good. However, it is very time-
consuming and makes for longer recording times.
I know the aim is to get to a computer system
for recording, but so much of the information
in these cases cannot be recorded with just
check marks. I know we will continue to use
the form in this area so we are all getting
used to it. Because our work load is getting
heavier all the time we are not too pleased to
have something that takes more time. You have
done an excellent job with this, and--as with
anything that is worthwhile--it takes time.
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3.3.8 Summary--Workbook Evaluation: Reactions,
Though Mixed. Tended toward Positive

Staff reactions to the workbook are mixed but
tended to be positive. Nearly 70 percent of respon-
dents said the workbook »as a better method of documen-
ting case investigations. Most pilot test staff agreed
that the workbook is especially good for recording
quickie and typical cases, but nearly half said that it
was not good <or recording complex cases. Comments
indicated that the complex cases included investigation
of sex abuse, day care, and institutional rz=ferrals.
Several staff suggested that the initial pages of the
workbook be reorganized to reduce the need to flip
among pages. They feel that the workbook can more
ciosely reflect the sequence of an investigation.




3.4 FEVALUATION OF TRAINING

Subsection 3.4 Directory
3.4.1 Completing the Workbook and Understanding
the Model (I-40)

o One-third of trainees completed
workbook inaccurately (I-40)

o Accuracy lowest at first training
site--Houston (I=-41)

o Understanding the model also lowest at
Houston (I-42)

0 Summary: more and better training
needed (I-42)
3.4.2 Trainee Evaluations of the Workshop (I-43)

o Instructors and material rated
favorably (I-43)

o Most and least helpful parts
of training (I-44)

o Suggestions for improving
the workshop (I-45)

0 Summary: most rated the training
favorably (I-45)

3.4.3 Additional Training Needs (I-46)

3.4.4 Relations between Training and Workbook
Findings (I-47)

o Staff with lower training scores over-
estimated their proficiency in field
use of the workbook (I-47)

o Negative attitudes toward standardi-
zation correlated with poorer under-
. standing of the RIF/RAF model (I-47)

3.4.5 Summary: Evaluation of Training (I-51)




Four types of questions were used to evaluate the
training (Appendix A). First, a test determined how
well the trainees could complete a workbook exercise
and how well they understood the RIF-RAF model.

Second, the trainees were asked about the quality of
the instructor's presentation and the training content.
Third, the trainees were asked to identify the most and
least helpful parts of the workshop. Finally, after
training and after the pilot test they were asked open-
ended questions to identify ways to improve the
training. Subsections 3.4.1 to 3.4.4 present analyses
of the answers to these questions, and subsection 3.4.5
summarizes the findings.

3.4.1 Completing the Workbook
~nd Understanding the Model

One-Third of Trainees Completed Workbook Inaccu-
rately. To test CPS specialists' ability to complete

the workbook, they were asked to transcribe a paragraph
of case narrative into a workbook. Workbook completion
was scored on a scale from 1 to 3. Trainees who did
not attempt or did not complete the exercise were rated
0, and their scores were not considered in the
analyses. If they attempted to complete the exercise
but missed entries or recorded data incorrectly, they
received a score of 1--below expectation. A score of
2, meets expectation, represents entry of a minimum of
relevant data in the appropriate places and no incor-

’ rect entries. If trarscription into the wor! “Wook was
exactly accurate the ..ore was 3--exceeds expectation.
Table I-13 shows the breakdown of scores. Six
staff did not complete the exercise, and 27 ranked
"below expectation.™ Thus, over one-third of the
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trainees who completed the exercise were unable to

satisfactorily complete the workbook. This finding
indicates that training did not adequately prepare the
CPS staff to complete the workhook accurately.

TABLE I-13
Trainee Scores for Entering Information
into the Workbook

Exercise score Trainees Percent
0 not completed 6 7.0%
1 below expectation 27 31.4%
2 meets expectation 43 50.0%
3 exceeds .xpectation 10 11.6%
Total 86 100.0%

Accuracy lLowest at First Training Site--Houston.
Calculating the scores across training sites shows that

there are small differences in the ability of trainees
at each site to transcribe information into the
workbook.

Trainees in Houston received training first and had
the lowest average score (table I-14). After training
in Houston, the curriculum was revised to include in-

TABLE I-14
Trainee Scores by Location of Training

Training Site Average Score Respondents
Houston 1.56 25
Rio Grande Valley 1.77 26
Victoria 1.76 21
Total 1.69 72
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creased dialogue between the trainer and trainees and
more emphasis on going through the workbook section-by-
section. The difference in scores may be due to this
increased emphasis on discussion and/or explanation of
each section. Supervisors' scores (table I-15) were
approximately the same as the scores of CPS special-
ists.

TABLE I-15
Trainees Scores by Position

Position Average Score Respondents
Specialist 1.68 37
Supervisor 1.63 8

Understanding the Model Also Lowest at Houston.
Each of the three RIF factors (event, effect and dynam-
ics) was scored separately. For each factor, the

number of correctly marked cells was counted as "hits"
and the number of incorrectly marked cells as "errors."
Scores were computed for each factor as (2 * hits) -
errors. The three scores were totaled to determine a
score for understanding of the model. Scores are
summarized in table I-16. Scores on knowledge of the
model are higheor at Victoria and the Rio Grande Valley
and lowest at Houston, where the first training session
was carried out.

Summary: More and Better Training Needed.
Scores on the two exercises covering the content of the
training were lower than expected. Trainees in Houston
scored the lowest. Houston was trained first, and the
training was revised based on feedback from Houston
staff. The lower scores are probably due to the fact
that the other sites received an inproved version of
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TABLE I-16
Scores for Matching Model Sections
and Workbook Sections

Site Average Score Respondent
Houston 3.3 25
Rio Grande Valley 7.5 26
Victoria 5.8 21

the training. Average scores, for all trainees on both
exercises indicate that more and/or better training is
required to adequately prepare case investigation spe-

cialists and supervisors.

3.4.2 Trainee Evaluations of the Workshop

Instructors and Material Rated Favorably. Most

specialists and supervisors reported that the "in-
structor demonstrated a genuine interest in this mate-
rial." They also reported that the "instructor
presented the material coherently,...." Table I-17 is
a breakdown of the actual responses. Four people

TABLE I-17
Trainees' Opinions of Instructors and Material
Response Interest Coherent

in Material Material
Definitely Yes 30 19
Yes 34 33
Neutral 3 11
No 0 2
Definitely No 0 2
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reported that the training material was not coherent,
and none reported that the instructor did not display
an interest in the material.

Most and Least Helpful Parts of Training. The
training evaluation included two open-ended questions
on the helpfulness of the workshop: (1) What part(s)
of the workshop will be most helpful to you in doing
your job? and (2) What part(s) of the workshop will be
least helpful in doing your job?

Forty-four CPS specialists responded to the first

question. The description of the most helpful parts of
the workshop fit into four categories:

1. all of the training--10 responses;

2. step-by-step working through use of the work-
book-~9 responses;

2., working on example(s)=--6 responses;

4. background and explanation of workbook and
puvrpose--5 responses.

Ten of the responses did not address thaz question or
could not be interpreted by the evaluator.

Fighteen respondents identified the least helpful
parts of the workshop. Nine of the responses fit into
three categories used to identify the most useful
aspects of the workshop; three other responses fit into
a fourth category:

1. all of the training--3 responses;

2. stev-by-step working through the workbook--3

responses;




3. working on examples--3 responses;

4. negative attitudes and comments of trainees--3
responses.

Of the remaining 6 statements, 5 were praise for the
workshop, and 1 individual reported that "presentation
of the (RIF/RAF) model was dull and redundant." The
statements concerning the examples were critical of
their quality, not of examples per se, and two of the
CPS specialists who criticized the examples identified
examples as a way to improve the workshop (in response
to another question).

Suggestions for Improving the Woikshop. Six of the
20 CPS specialist responding to the question "What
suggesticns do you have for improving the workshop"
reported that they wouldn't know until they used the
workbook. Four others used the space to note that the
form needed to be linked with automation (not part of
this pilot). Nine responses were split between wanting
more examples (5 respondents) and suggesting that the
workshop curriculum needed to be better planned and
organized (4 respondents). One CPS specialist sug-
gested a sound system and one la-ge table for the
trainees.

Summary: Most Rated the Training Favorably. Re-
sponses to the three open-ended questions tended to
praise the quality and content of the training. This
is consistent with the high ratings given for quality
of presentation and material. In general, the trainees

reported that the examples were useful and that there
should be more of them.
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The final evaluation question "what additional
information, support, or training would have been
helpful?" elicited 35 comments from 86 staff (Appendix
A). Comments ranged from "if ... using ... computers
(staff) would feel better about the system" to. "how to
use the workbook in real complex and difficult cases."

Twenty-two of the comments requested three types of
support (table I-18).

TABLE I-18
Additional Information, Support,
or Training Requested

Type of Support Respondents*
Clarification-Definitions-Instructions 10
Follow-up Training and/or Meeting 7
More Examples of Use 7
Training was Adegquate or Good 4
Other 9

*Two respondents each requested two types of support.

Four staff stated that the training was adequate or
good, and there were nine suggestions that were not
supported by other comments or analyses. Of 86 pilot
test staff who completed final evaluation question-
naires, 31 reported that they would have liked more
support. The general tone of the comments was that
they had too much uncertainty concerning use of the

workbook.




v

W ini and Workbook Findings

Scores from the workbook and the model exercise
(described in subsection 3.4.1) were compated with
several other data items collected during the evalua-
tion. There are at least two useful findings among
these relationships.

Staff with Lower Training Scores Overestimated
Their Proficiency in Field Use of Workbook. Pilot test
participants were asked "About how many weeks did it
take before you felt comfortable and proficient in
using the CIDSS workbook?"

Staff who scored highest on the workbook exercise
reported the highest average time to become proficient
with the workbook after they began using it in the
pilot test. Table I-19 shows the average workbook
exercise scores for respondents who reported that it
took one to four weeks and more than four weeks to
learn to use the workbook. Trainees whose scores
reflected the most knowledge of how to use the workbook
reported they took longer to learn to use the workbook
in the field. Assuming that the training was useful
and necessary, it is likely that staff who scored
poorly and reported that they became proficient in a
short time were using the workbook improperly.

Negative Attitudes toward Standardization Corre-
lated with Poorer Urderstanding of the RIF/RAF Model.

Pilot test staff were asked on three occasions how the
workbook would affect (or did affect) their jobs.
Before training, staff were asked about their expecta-

tions of a standardized guide.




TABLE I-19

Self-Assessed Proficiency vs. Tested Proficiency

with the Workbook

Time needed to become Average score

“proficient" in field on workbook No. of

use of workbook exercise (during Staff
training)

1 to 4 weeks 1.4 24

5 weeks or more 1.8 20

We are interested in learning how you think the
use of a standardized investigation guide will
change your job and the work you do. A number
of possible changes are listed below. Please
indicate your level of agreement or disagree-
ment with each statement’ by checking the
appropriate numbered box on the seven-point

scale.

1. Increase my workload

2. 1Increase the freedom I have on my job

3. Improve the quality of work I produce

4. Make it more difficult to meet deadlines

5. Make it difficul% to do a good job

6. Make my work more challenging

7. Make my work more frustrating

8. Decreuse the discretion I exercise on my job
9. Increase my ability to get work done

10. Make it easier to keep up with my -vork load
11. Make my job mcre interesting

‘For analysis, the 1 to 7 Likert scales were standard-
ized to make 7 the most desirable score, and the 11
scores were averaged.
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After training, staff were asked to respond to the
same statements i terms of the workbook.

. Now that you are familiar with the CIDSS workbook,
how do you think the workbook will change your job

. and the work you do? A number of possible changes
are listed below. Please indicate your level of
agreement or disagreement with each scatement by
checking the appropriate number on the seven-point
scale.

At the end of the pilot, staff were asked to rate
the same 11 statements in terms of the effect of the
workbook on their jobs.

We are interested in learning how the CIDSS
investigation guide has changed your job and the
work you do. A number of possible changes are
listed below. Please indicate your level of
agreement or disagreement with each statement by
checking the appropriate numbered box on the seven-
point scale.

Takle 1-20 shows that on all three occasions,
train- s who scored lowest on the model exercis were
most Likely to report that standardization and the
workbook would or did have a negative impact on their
job.

The percentage of staff disagreeing, neutral, a.
agreeing is fairly constant across the thice evaluat.on
surveys. There are at least two potential explanations

: for changes in the pattern of scores shown in table
I-20. First, the low average exercise score of 3.7 is

- from staff expecting that standardization will have a
negative impact on their jobs. The fact that the low
scores tend to stay in the disagree row may indicate
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that individuals with negative expectations tended not
to learn the RIF-RAF Model.

. TABLE I-20
Scores on Model Exercises versus Attitudes
toward Standardization and the Workbook
. (Job Change Rating)

Model Exercise Scores

Job Change Before Pilot After Training After Pilot

Rating! score § resp score % resp score % resp
disagree

under 3.5 3.7 15.9% 4.2 14.3% 4.8 15.2%
ne'itral

3.5 - 4.5 6.1 43.2% 5.1 45.2% 4.6 50.0%
agree

over 3.5 5.6 40.9% 5.1 40.5% 6.0 34.8%

number of staff 44 84 46

1. Averaged responses to the 11 statements listed on
page (I-48). Higher scores indicate respondents think
that standardization and the workbook will produce a
positive change in their job sitations.

Second, the highest average model exercise scores
move from the neutral category, 6.1 before the pilot,
to the agree category, 6.0 after the pilot. This
finding indicates that understanding the model may
contribute to a positive evaluation ¢f the workboox.
Taken together, these two findings support the need for
training that explains the RIF/RAF Model so that staff
have a good understanding of it.

In short, individuals who had low expectations
of stardardization did not get a good understanding of
the model. Staff who understood tlie model were likely
to report, at the end of the pilot, that the workbook

. had a desirakle influence on their job.
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3.4.5 Summary: Evaluation of Training

Staff who were trained in Edinberg showed the best
understanding of the RIF-RAF Model and had the highest
scores on the workbook exercise. Across the three
sites, supervisors scored about the same as specialists
on the workbook exercise and the RIF-RAF exercise. On
one hand, the respondents gave the training a very
positive evaluation. On the other hand, nearly a third
of the pilot test staff rzported that they would have
liked more support in the form of definitions of terms,
instructions, examples, and/or follow-up meetings or
training sessions. The exercise scores support a
finding that the training provided was not adequate.
Analyses of training and workbook findings show that
effective training is likely to facilitate acceptance
and appropriate use of the workbook.




3.5 EVALUATION OF THE PIIOT TEST

—Subsection 3.5 Directory

Supervisors Rated Pilot Test Favorably
on User and Setting Factors (I-53)

Supervisors Also Rated Pilot Favorably
on Innovation Factors (I-54)

Pattern of Supervisors' Averagzs Ratings:
A Dip in the Middle of the Pilot Test
with an Uptick at the End (I-57)

Supervisors' Comments on the Implementation
Factors Questionnaire (I-58)

© Comments on innovation factors (I-58)
o Comments on user and setting factors
(I-60)

Summary--Evaluation of the Pilot: Most
Supervisors' Views Positive at End of
Test (I-60)
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The progress of the pilot test was evaluated by
having supervisors complete the Implementation Factors
Questionnaire (Appendix B) at the beginning, middle,
and end of the pilot. The questionnaire tracks 24
factors known to be important to successful implementa-
tion of planned change. Supervisors read 24 statements
that described the most desirable pilot test circum-
stances. They were asked to note how accurately the
statement described the CIDSS workbook pilot project.
They indicated their level of agreement or disagreement
with each statement on a seven-point Likert scale
ranging from strongly agree (1) to strongly disagree
(7) with 4 as the neutral or don't know score. (Note
therefore that lower scores are favorable, higher
scores_unfavorable.)

The first 12 questions asked about user and setting
factors that could influence the operation of the
pilot. The next 12 questions, which asked about
innovation factors, elicited supervisors' perceptions
of the CIDSS workbook. The questionnaire had two pur-
poses. First it allowed project management to identify
and address problems and thereby to increase the like-
lihood that the pilot would provide a good test of the
workbook. Second, it identified problems and issues in
imnlementation that could influence decisions on how
and whether to implement the workbook in more sites.

3.5.1 Supervisors Rated Pilot Test Favorably
on User and Setting Factors

For each user ind setting factor in table I-21, the
average ratings at the end of the pilot were better
than at the beginning and midpoint. For two factors
("3. It will be easy to retain experienced workbook
users" and "7. Current job descriptions cover required
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roles") there was little change in scores over the
course of the pilot. However, these scores are in the
"agree" range, and these are two factors that project
management had little or no opportunity to influence.

3.5.2 Supervisors Also Rated Pilot Favorably
on Innovation Factors

Examination of supervisors' responses to questions
on innovation factors shows that their ratings of the
pilct test improved over the course of its operation
(table I1-22). Supervisors' ratings of innovation
factors were best at the end of the pilot and worst at
the midpoint. 1In all cases their average responses
were between the neutral and agree scores.




TABLE I-21
Supervisors' Assessments
of User and Setting Factors

User and Setting Factors

Average Score’

Week 1 Week 8 End
1. Staff are aware of expected
benefits, cost, & procedures. 3.0 3.0 2.5
2. Staff have skills and
knowledge needed. 2.5 2.5 2.0
3. It will be easy to retain
experienced workbook users. 3.4 3.4 3.1
4. Staff perceive the need for
using the workbook. 3.4 3.2 2.7
5. Staff are motjvated to give
the workbook a fair trial. 3.3 3.0 2.5
6. Staff accept the workbook as
legitimate practice. 2.9 3.2 2.8
7. Current job descriptions
cover required roles. 2.4 2.5 2.3
8. Facilities, equipment, and
funds are available. 2.4 2.5 2.3
9. Current procedures accommodate
demands of the workbook. 2.9 3.4 2.3
10. Leaders at all leve.s strongly
endorse the workbook. 3.4 3.0 2.7
11. Rules are in place to guide
use of the workbook. 3.5 2.8 2.3
12. I caa identify and address
factors that hinder proper use. 2.6 3.1 2.3
Average 3.0 3.4 2.7
Number of Sup rvisors 8 14 14

*]1 = strongly agree; 7 = strongly disagree; 4 is the
neutral point or "don't know" response.




TABLE I-22
Supervisors' Assessments of Innovation Factors

Innovation Factors Average Scorest*

Week 1 Week 8 End

1. Benefits, costs, procedures
for use of workbook are ¢lear. 3.4 3.3 2.5
2. Procedures for getting, using,
and storing are simple. 2.8 3.3 2.1
3. The workbook configuration
is stable. 3.6 3.9 3.1
4. There is strong need for the .
workbook at this site. 3.3 3.4 2.8
5. Beyond meeting the need, the
workbook has obvious advantages.2.5 3.0 2.3
6. The effectjveness cf the work-
book is .observable. 3.3 3.0 2.3
7. The workbook is fully developed
and readily availakle. 3.6 3.7 2.9
8. Workbook performance is
highly relijable. 3.6 3.6 3.0
9. The'workbook is easy to
maintain and upgrade. 3.0 3.4 2.5
10. Acquisitjon costs for the
workbook are quite reasonable. 3.5 3.4 2.9
11. Operational costs for workbook
use are low. 3.4 3.3 3.0
12. Renewal costs are minimum. 3.3 3.4 2.7
AVERAGE 3.0 3.4 2.7
Number of Supervisors 8 14 14

*On the 7-point Likert scale., 1 = strongly agree; 7 =
strongly disagree; (4) is neutral or don't know.
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it} Uptick at the End

The pattern of average ratings in tables I-21 and 3
I-22 was consistent across each of the three pilot
sites: somewhat favorable at first, less so in Week 8,
and most favorable at the end of the pilot test (figure
I-3).

Most

Favorable 1 =
2 — 2.7
3 — 3. 0 ﬁ......,. -.¢¢¢¢¢¢¢¢¢‘

"'!...,.-n"

Neutral 4 — 3.4
5 —

Least

Favorable 7

Week 1 Week 8 End of
Pilot Test

Figure I-3. Pattern of Change in Supervisors' Views
on the Workbook during the Pilot Project. The curve
shows supervisors' average respronses to both (1) user
and setting factors and (2) innovations factors as
gathered in the implementation factors survey.

There are at least two potential explanations for
the pattern. First, when supervisors completed the
first questionnaire their staff had only one week of
experience with the workbook. In other words, the
supervisors may not have received adequate feedback
from investigators to fully critique the workbook or
the pilot test procedures. As they gained experience
they were better informed and better able to critique.
As a result, the midpoint ratings were worse than the

initial ratings. As the pilot progressed and problems




were solved, opinion became more positive, and the
final ratings were better then in Week 1 and Week 8.

Second, several substantive problems were identi-
fied in Week 1 questionnaires. A memo responding to and
resolving most of these problems was distributed at the
same time as the Week 8 questionnaire. Responses to
the Week 8 questionnaire identified fewer problems and
showed proportionally fewer disagree ratings, but the
average ratings were not as high as in Week 1. The
poorer Week 8 ratings may be due to the fact that for
the previous seven weeks the problems identified at
Week 1 had not been resolved. Resolving them at Week 8
could have helped cause the improvemen+ in the ratings
at the end of the pilot test.

isors! o e
ementatio actors estionnaire

Supervisors were asked to explain any "disagree"
response in a specific format. The request was "If you
coded any responses in the darkened area please use
this page to explain your response. In other words, if
you do not agree with the statement please tell us (a)
what has hapr .ed to cause you to disagree; (b) who or
what organizational unit can resolve the problem; (c)
wha’: can be done to change future entries to agree."

Comments on Innovation Factors. Explanatory
comments on the workbook (the innovation) covered three

general areas.

o Definitions--Most supervisors felt that they
needed more definitions for terms used in the
. workbook and clarification of just what informa-
h tion is appropriate to record in which sections
of the workbook. Two supervisors pointed out




that they recognized that the pilot was intended
to help define terms and clarify how the work-
book should be used.

o Changes--Several supervisors recommended changes
in the workbook. Several noted that it tended
to be bulky and repetitious. Substantive sug-
gestions were to add a "moved" disposition; to
add a collateral contacts page, and to develop a
procedure for handling repeat referrals on an

open case.

o Qualjty of Casework--Supervisors expressed

concern over the quality of casework done by
investigjators using the workbook. They reported
a fear that the workbook focuses on standards,
not on good casework. Most of these comments
were punctuated with observations concerning
good aspects of the workbook.

The first two types of comments, need for defini-
tions and for changes in the workbook, dominated the
Week 1 IF Questionnaire comments but were absent from
the IF Questionnaire given at the end of the pilot.
Comments that raised the issue of quality of casework
were the only type made in the end-of-pilot IF Ques-
tionnaire and were absent from the Week 1 IF Question-
naire.

The absence of definition and change criticisms in
the end-of-pilot IF Questionnaire may be due to the
fact that as these substantive concerns were raised,
the project director addressed and resolved them.
However, during the p.lot test it was not possible to
address many of the concerns about quality. Also, as
supervisors gained experience with the workbook they
were collecting completed workbooks, which they could




compare with cases completed using other procedures.
So, while there was not much basis for criticizing
quality of effort at the outset of the pilot, by the
end there was a set of workbooks to judge and compare.
This may explain the fact that most of the "quality"
criticisms were made at the end of the pilot.

Comments on User and Setting Factors. Most of the
explanatory comments on user and setting factors were
made in the Week 1 questionnaires. There are several
types of comments that can be summarized as follows:

o Staff are motivated to use the workbook because
they feel it is inevitable rather than thinking
it is a good thing; some think it is bad.

o The workbook is not cost-effective, and without
computers it will not be.

o Staff turnover is a problem.

These comments represent a minority viewpoint, and
they document the presence of some resistance to the
workbook. It is notable that 8 supervisors wrote 11
explanations at Week 1, and 14 supervisors wrote only 6
comments at the end of the pilet. This observation is
consistent with the finding that supervisors' ratings
of the pilot test were highest at the end.

3.5.5 Summary--Evaluation of the Pilot:

Supervisors' Views Positive _at End of Te

The Implementation Factors Questionnaire docu-
mented the progress of the pilot test and shows that
(1) supervisors opinions of the workbook and the pilot
test were positive and were most positive at the end of




the pilot; and (2) the workbook is at least a viable,
and probably a good, alternative to previous methods cf

recording case investigations.




3.6 SUMMARY OF OVERALL FINDINGS

Attitudes toward Work and Standardization. The
pilot test of the workbook does not appear to have
influenced staff attitudes toward work. Overall staff
responses concerning the idca of standardization and
the workbook as the method of standardization remained
fairly steady for the duration of the pilot. At the
end of the pilot, 63% of the respondentes :'eported that
they probably or definitely would use the workbook if
the choice was theirs to make.

Evaluation of the Workbook. Reactions to the
workbook were mixed but generally positive. After four
months of use 77.7% of respondents reported that the
CIDSS workbook was a good idea. They reported that the
workbook was as good or better than what they expected
of a standardized guide.

Nearly 70 percent of respondents said the workbook
was a better method of documenting case investigations.
Most pilot test staff agreed that the workbook is espe-
cially good for recording cuickie and typical cases
but nearly half said that it was not good for recording
complex cases. Comments indicated that the complex
cases included investigation of sex ahuse, day care,
and institutional referrals. Several staff suggested
that the initial pages (RIF) of the workbook be
reorganized to reduce the need to flip among pages.
They felt that the workbook can more closely reflect
the sequence of an investigation.

Most of tre respondents (63.4%) agreed thai they
complete the workbook after the investigation. 1In com-
parison with their previous procedures, 71.1% of the
respondents reported that the CIDSS workbook took the
same amount <f time or less time to complete a case
investigation record. Most (77.4%) of the respondents




agreed that "the workbook makes it easier to meet
program standards."

Evaluation of Training. Scores on the two exer-
cises covering the content of the training were lower
than expected. Trainees in Houston scored the lowest.
Houston held training first, and the training was
revised based on feedback from Houston staff. The
lower scores are probably due to the fact that the
other sites received an improved version of the
training.

Respondents gave the training a very positive
evaluation. Trainees reported that the examples were
helpful. But nearly a third of the pilot test staff
reported that they would have liked more support in the
form of definitions, instructions and examples, and/or
follow-up meetings or training sessions.

The workboox and RIF-RAF exercise scores support a
finding that the training provided was not adequate.
Analyses of the exercise scores and workbook findings
shows that the individuals who learned the most at
training were most likely to have reported acceptance
and appropriate use of the workbook.

Evaluation of _Pilot Test. The Implementation
Factors Questionnaire documented the progress of the
pilot test and shows (1) that supervisors' opinions of
the workbook and the pilot test were positive and were
most positive at the end of the pilot; and (2) that
the workbook is a viable, and probably a good, alterna-
tive to previovs methods of recording case investiga-

tions.
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The evaluation of the CIDSS manual wvorkbook was
designed to answer the following ganeral questions:

1. How do workers respond to use of the workbook?

2. What are the problems with the layout or content
of the workhook?

3. What types of training and support are necessary
to support introduction and use of the woritbook?

The evaluation also set out to identify :implications
the workbook evaluation night nave for tie content and
organization of the CIDNSS scftware. This section of
the report discusces each of these questions and the
associated findings.

How do workers_respond to use of the workboc¢™:? The

ivilot test staff had generally positive reactions to
the workbook. Nearly two-thirds of them said that tney
would probably or definitely continue to use the work-
book if it were their decision to make.

Conclusion. Over three-quarters of the respondents
agree that the workbook is a good idea.

What are the problems with the layout or content of
the workbook? Responses concerning layout or content
of the workbook were infrequent and did not identify
any systematic problems.

Conclusjion. Several respondents identified small
changes that did not influence the model or workbook
organization. Project managers are evaluating the
potential benefits of these changes.




What tvpes of training and support are necessary to

support introduction and use of the workbook? A few

problems were identified. The solutions to most of
these problems consisted ot better directions for using
the workbook aud more training, especially practice and

. examples. Frequently, training needs were specified as
a "need for follow-up training."

Conclusion. It is appropriate to conclude that
given (1) detailed training, (2) written directions on
use of the workbook, and (3) training follow-up at one
to two months, the workbook can and shoul e imple-
mented statewide.

What are the implications for the CIDSS software?

The format of the workbook was generally acceptable.
staff did not suggest revisions that influence the
content or organizaction of the sof-ware. Staff
comments recommend a high level of training and support
during workbook implementation.

Coinclusion. An implication of these comments is
that the workhook and the software should be imple-
mented separately to minimize the likelihood of train-
ing overload. Results of the training evaluatiocn are

consistent with this conclusion.

o
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PART Il

Impact Evaluation
AUTOMATED CIDSS

(Case Investigation Decision Support System)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Case Decisicun Project was to
design a system to assist CPS staff in the investi-
gation of child abuse referrals--specifically with data
collection, decision making, and work load management.
The project developed the Case Investigation Decision
Support System (CIDSS), which consists of two parts:
(1) the manual investigation vorkbook and (2) the
automate¢ casc investigation support system. Each
component was designed to stand alone as an investiga-
tion documentation system or, in concert with the
other, to form a more comprehensive system. The manual
system was evaluated in Part I of this report. Part II
of this report contains the evaluation of the automated

case Investigation support system.
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1. BACKGROUND

l.1 INTRODUCTION

CIDSS' Place in CPS Automation. The Protective

fervices for Families and Children (PSFC) Branch has
been engaged in an effort to automate Child Protective
Services (CPS). This effort has been pursued in three

stages.l

© The first stage, providing automated support

for the in*ake function, has been completed.

0 The second stage, automated support for case
investigations, has been pilot-tested and is
currently being redesigned for statewide imple-

mentation.

© The third stage, automated support for planning
and managing cases that are opened for services
is the most complex and sensitive of the three

efforts and is still under development.

The three systems are linked: each system pro-
vides the initial input data for subsequent systems. At
present, Automated MAPPER2 Intake provides tlre initial
referral documentation required to 'nitiate an investi-

gation. The information is entered at intake, elec-

l1n chart of CPS's automation plan appeared in Part I,
and others appear in the appendixes--e.g., Appendix C.
Variations among these charts refleci. changes in the
automation plan as development procezded and more was
5earned about what the plan should entail.

Maintaining, Preparing, and Producing Executive Re-
ports--a computer language.
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tr-nically transmitted to an investigation supervisor,

and electronically assigned by the supervisor to a CPS
specialist. The CPS specialist then reviews the intake
information and begins using the recording features of
the software.

The software 1is backed up by the manual case
investigation workbook, which is a paper representation
of the software system. The software and the workbook
are based on a model that increases the objectivity of
an investigation. fT1he workbook provides a standardized
approach to investigation and a field recording medium
and gqguide that reinforces the software structure.

Purposes of CIDSS. The case investigation soft-

ware and the workbook were developed to--

1. Standardize recording of case investigations.

The software provides a standardized format for
recording and reporting investigation results.
Standardization makes communicaticn easier and

helps ensure complete and adequate case records.

2. Support the collection (recording), analysis,

and use of informatior. pertinent to the decision

to open or close a case. The software requires

recording of pertinent data and prints or displays
the information in formats that support appro-
priate use of investigation findings and an objec-

tive approach to decision making.

3. Automate certain case management tasi.s. The

system requires certain case management tasks to
be performed by using the software: case assign-
ment, case transfer, and case closure. These tasks

can only be performed by the supervisor. The soft-

I11-2
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ware automatically captures the date andtime that
the task was performed and stores it asthe official
time of completion.

4. Provide automated management information
reporting. The software gives on-line management
information, which allows managers to track the

status of intake and investigation cases and to

generate management reports on demand.

Several enhancements of this system have been planned

or are being developed. Two major enhancements are--

o0 electronic update of state office data bases;

and

o automatic recognition of risk profiles.

l.2 CPS AUTOMATION PLAN

For the past several years, human service agencies
have found themselves in a situation of decliaing
resources and expanding client service needs. One way
to address this problem is to reduce the cost of ser-
vice delivery and improve the effectiveness of services
delivered. Computers have helped private industry
reduce overhead and lower costs. DHS, like many other
public agencies, has invested in automition in hopes of
replicating private industry success.

Information Needs. PSFC's automation guals in-

clude development of an information system that meets a
broad range of needs For the specialist in the field
these needs include--
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o a standardized format for recording;

o quick retrieval, revision, and transfer of case

information:

o automated production and transmission of re-

quired forms:

o support in meeting program requirements;:

o0 case decision support systems;

o work load and caseload status summaries; and

For the supervisor, these needs include--

o0 more easily understood and interpreted records:

o automated systems to facilitate work load

nanagement; and

o unit work load and caseload status summaries.

For regional and state program staff these needs

include- -

o work load and performance summaries by program

director, region, and branch;

o ability to describe and track the client popu-

lation:

o management decision support; and

o policy testing (modeling) capability.

II-4




For several years, CPS automation has included
statewide management information systems such as the
Child Abuse and Neglect Report and Inquiry System
(CANRIS) and the Social Services Management System
(SssMS). CIDSS is an effort to provide field staff with
direct access tc automated support.

Automation Plan Stages. As mentioned earlier,

PSFC's automation plan proceeds in three stages. The
following paragraphs give further details on the func-
tions at each stage.

The first stage, Automated MAPPER Intake (AMI), is
software to automate and provide printing and tele-
communications capability for CPS intake. Software to
automate intake has been pilot tested and is currently
in use by one intake site. As telecommunications and
computer facilities become available, AMI will be
implemented in additional sites.

The second stage, the Case Investigation Decision
Support System (CIDSS) has two compleﬁentary parts: (1)
the CIDSS workvook and (2) the automated CIDSS. The
workbook has been pilot tested and is the subject of
Part I of this evaluation report. CIDSS software has
been tested in the field. The automated CIDSS is
currently undergoing design refinements.

The third stage of software development includes
automated support for planning and managing cases that
are opened for services. These functions are cur-
rently in development and will be available by the
first quarter of 1988.

Experience with the pilot test of software to
automate intakes led the CIDSS staff to design the
CIDSS pilot test as a cycle of prototyping and re-
design. The prototyping method allows for the involve-
ment of field staff in the design and implementation of
the final system. Rather than write, pilot test, and
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revise software, the project work group chose to de-
velop a model of the investigation process, prototype
it in paper form, then revise and retest it until a
fairly stable format was developed.

1.3 DEVELOPING CIDSS

Subsections 1.3.1 through 1.3.4 describe develop-
ment of CIDSS (see Subsection 1.3 Directory for subsec-
tion titles and page numbers).

Subsection 1.3 Directory

1.3.1 1Introduction to CIDSS Development (II-6)
1.3.2 Development of Manual Workbook (II-7)
1.3.3 Development of RIF/RAF Model (II-8)
1.3.4 Software Design (II-10)

1.3.1 Introduction to CIDSS Development

Regior.al and state office staff determined that
three essential tasks were required to meet the project

objectives:

O Task l--specify the data elements that need to
be collected during an investigation in order
to arrive at a sound decision ahout case dispo-

sition:

o Task 2--develop a modei of the decision-making

process; and




0 Task 3--incorporate results of tasks 1 and 2
into an instrument that allows for ease of data
collection by the caseworker and ease of reading
by the supervisor.

1.3.2 Development of Manual Workbook

The first step in accomplishing these three tasks
was to design a manual version of the Case Investiga-
tion Decision Support System (CIDSS). This manual
workbook was submitted for review and modification to a
group of CPS experts from across the state. One
skilled practitioner from each of the 10 DHS regions
was chosen, and--after an extensive review of the
clinical and research literature on CPS--the first
version of the manual workbook was developed.

After producing three revisions of the workbook,
the work group agreed that no further developme.it could
take place without testing the workbook in the actual
work environment. Field-testing would determine the
final version of the data elements and the most useful
format in which to display them. Field testing would
also help the work group identify the factors necessary
in making decisions during case investigation and as-
sessment.

A field-ready version of the workbook was pro-
duced, and three sites in Texas volunteered to test it
for 60 days. The workbook was introduced with only a
basic overview, and the regional sites tested it for 30
days. At that time their recommendations for modifica-
tions were obtained and used to generate another revi-
sion. The revised workbook was then introduced to the
same sites; after a further 30 to 45 days of use the
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regional sites' recommendations were again solicited,

and an improved version of the workbook was generatied.

1.3.3 Development of RIF/RAF Model

Once the workbook had assumed a usable and rela-
tively stable form, the developers decided that it
should be tested at another site with the additional
element of providing thorough training. During the
process of developing this training, the initial form
of the decision model first emerged. Relying on the
results of the literature review and an analysis of how
the workbook had been used in field-testing, a model
was developed and introdured as the focus of t:e train-
ing.

The model, which later came to be called the
RIF/RAF Model (Risk-Intensity Factors/Resource-Avail-
ability Factors), was based upon the ide=a that the
decision to provide child protective services is a
two-gtage process (A chart of the model appeared in
Part I of this report, and a slightly more detailed
version appears in Appendix D).

Stage 1. Data from three general areas are col-
lected and analyzed to determine the intensity of risk

for abuse/neglect to the child. These areas are--
o Event: did the alleged abuse/neglect occur?
o Effect: how severe was the abuse/neglect, and

what are its effects upon the child and the
family?
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o Environment: to what extent does the psycho-
social and physical environment act to support

or prevent the occurrence of abuse/neglect?

Stage 2. The second stage in the RIF/RAF Model is
invoked only if some degree of risk intensity is deter-
mined in Stage 1. Resources available to reduce risk
intensity are assessed in order to arrive at one of two
cagse decisions: (1) to close the case or (2) to open
the case for in-home services or removal of the child.
The case decisions are assessed as follows:

0 The Family: Dces the nuclear and/or extended
family have sufficient resources to reduce
intensity of the risk? If so, the case can be

closed.

o The Community: Are community resources avail-
able and accessible to the family to reduce the
risk intensity? If so, the case can be closed
after appropriate referrals are made.

o .11d Protective Services: If the child is
still at risk after the application of family
and community resources, the family is eligible
for child protective services. The level of
risk at this point will determine the level of

intervention (in-home services or removal).

The workbook was introduced to the new site with
training based on the decision model and was tested for

. 60 days. Results from this test were presented with
the results from the other field tests at a meeting of

- the work group. Another revision of the workbook re-
I ‘ sulted, and the work group determined that the workbook
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was close enough to ics final form that a formal pilot
test and evaluation was called for. The work group
decided that the pilot tost should be conducted on all
types of cases, in both rural and urban settings. Two
regions that met the selection criteria voluntecred as
pilot sites: Reyion 11 (Houston) and Region 8 (Corpus
Christi and the Rio Grande Valley).

1.3.4 Software Design

Software design began when the work group had
specified the initial set of data items and produced a
model workbook. The design proceeded through three
stages--conceptual, general, and detailed design. At
each stage decisions had to be about the hardware envi-
ronment, software selection, and software functions.

Conceptual Design. The conceptual design stage

coincided with identification of the data elements and
design of tne workbook (Appendix E). The conceptual
design 1dentified desired system features and functions
and began to narrow the field of hardware and software
options available.

General Design. The process of specifying the

general design ocrurred while the workbook was being
prototyped and pilot tested. Experience with the work-
book had illustrated the value of prototyping and
system flexibility.

The importance of flexibility in the system was
underscored by the need to revise the Prompted Intake
System to make it useful to intake staff. Precursor to
Automated MAPPER Intake, the Prompted Intake System
software forced CPS specialists to follow rigid data
entry pattern that did not always fit the language or
sequence of information given by complainants. When
revisions were needed to adjust the software to the
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actual intake environment, the programming effort
required was substantial. Recognition of this problem
was one factor that led to reprogramming the intake
software to be more flexible.

Detailed Design. Detailed design was carried out

when it was apparent that the workbook pilot findings
would support the workbook content and orgarization.
The software to be piloted wazx a set of screen images
of the workbook sections, including data elements and
text entry areas. Thr: recording environment included
prompting and help features. The system was designed
to be easy to use and to improve the quality of case
investigation recording and CPS management support.

-.4 PILOT SITE IMPLEMENTATION

Subsections 1.4.1 through 1.4.3 describe intro-
ducing the automated CIDSS into the pilot sites.

Subsection 1.4 Directory

2.4.1 Implementation Strategy (II-1l1)
2.4.2 Implementation Problems (II-12)
2.4.3 Resolving Problems (II-13)

1.4.1 Implementation Strategy

The implementation strategy for the pilot site had

three stages.

, o Stage 1. The pilot staff received an orienta-
tion on the CIDSS manual workbook. The purpose
was to familiarize them with the data elements

and the RIF/RAF Model before they were intro-




duced tc the automatued system. Pilot site
staff were trained on the CIDSS manual workbook

and began using it for all investigations in
March 1986.

o Stage 2. Intake staff were trained cn the
Automated MAPPER lntake (AMI) System and began
operating AMI before full implementation of
CIDSS. This sequence had to be followed be-
cause CIDSS cannot work unless AMI is function-
ing satisfactorily. AMI began operation in
June 1986.

o Stage 3. The plan was to operate CIDSS with
only two investigation units for a trial period
of 30 davs. At that point, a decision would be
made as to the advisability of expansion to
other units. This plan ensured that any major
problems would have a limited impact and could
be corrected before wide-scale implementation.

1.4.2 Implementation Problems

Stages 1 and 2 were carried out satisfactorily,
but p:roblems were encountered in trying to limit CIDSS
implementation to only two units. After a short time
of using the AMI software, it was discovered that all
units receiving intakes from AMI would have to use the
automated CIDSS-~-

2 for caseworkers to get the new intake reports

and
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o for supervisors to track case assignments and
status (by means of the management information
reports that AMI/CIDSS software can provide).

The discovery (that CIDSS would have to operate in
all seven units) significantly disrupted the original
implementation plan. Shortage of hardware and inexperi-
ence with the software precluded full implementation:;
instead, the project had to improvise. '

1.4.3 Resolving Problems

CPS state office staff resolved the probl-m by
devising a way for two units to iake full use of CIDSS
while other units used CIDSS in a limited manner. The
two units documented all .nvestigation cases on CIDSS,
thus creating the electronic management reports as a
by-product of case documentation. The other units used
CIDSS only to update certain information on- the manage-
ment reports. This procedure remained the rule for the
rest of the implementation stage.

In September 1986, CPS state office staff met with
pilot staff to identify software problems and to
specify changes needed. Although state office staff
felt that they were not able to give CIDSS as thorough
a test as desired, they felt they learned enough from
the pilot to redesign the system to meet the pilot
staff's needs. This arsessment and redesign stage is
consistent with the prototyping methodology. (Appendix
F lists the problems and specifications that were sub-

mitted to programming staff. Modifications are being

made on CIDSS to raflect the changes suggested.)




2. METHODS

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 2 discusses (1) the pcpulation and sample
in terms of their adequacy to answer the research ques-
tions and (2) the research design and research ques-

tions.

2.2 POPULATION AND SAMPLE

Sample selection was constrained by the fact that
in order for the automated CIDSS to function, an elec-
tronic transfer of case data from the Automatad MAPPER
Intake (AMI) System was required. AMI was only in use
in the Fort Worth and Arlington areas of DHS Region 5.
As a result, the pilot test was carried out in these
areas.

The original implementation design was for CIDSS
to be used in all seven of Region 5's CPS units. How-
ever, problems encountered in the implementation pro-
cess severely limited the number of staff who could use
the system fully. (These problems were discussed in
subsections 1.4.2 and 1.4.3).

All seven CPS units did have some experienc2 with
using the automated CIDSS, but there were three differ-
ent levels of experience and involvement among these

units.

o The first level of involvement consisted of
five units that used the aatomated CIDSS only

for receiving rew intakes from AMI. These

units performed no documentation on the auto-
mated CIDSS.




o The second level of involvement consisted of
two workers in the sixth unit who documented
their investigations using the manual CIDSS
workbook. However, actual entry of the data
into the automated CIDSS was performed by a
data entry clerk.

o The third level of involvement consisted of
four workers in the seventh unit who were
designated for full testing of the automated
CIDSS software.

The pilot sites represent mainly urban and sub-
urban settings that are not necessarily representative
of CPS offices in Texas. The stated purpose of the
pilot was to refine ana field test the software system,
not to test its application statewide. Therefore, the
project managers felt that the purpose of the pilot
could be served without a representative sample of
units or specialists.

2.3 EVALUATION RESEARCH DESIGN

The evaluation of the automated CIDSS pilot test
was designed to answer the following general ques-

tions--

o How do workers respond to use of the automated
CIDSS?

o0 How does the automated CIDSS influence CPS work
load?
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0 What types of training and support are neces-
sary to support introductiion and use of the
automated CIDSS?

The original evaluation plan was based on the
assumption that all CPS units would use the automated
CIDSS fully and equally. Going by that assumption, the
evaluation was carried out with all seven units. As
discussed previously, the implementation plan ran into
significant problems that had to be resolved. As a
result, the implementation plan no longer proceeded as
the evaluation plan had envisioned.

Evaluation Strategy: Questionnaires. The evalua-

tion was designed to operate as a management feedback
system to 22sist in diagnosing and addressing impiemen-
tation problems. One strategy to investigate how
effectively the system operated was to administer
questionnaires and surveys to CPS case specialists and
supervisors. A series of attitude surveys (Appendix G)
asked staff about their experience with CIDSS, their
reactions to standardization of case investigation
record ¥eeping, and their opinion on aspects of CIJDSS
and their jobs. Another type of questionnaire, the
Implementation Factors Survey (Appendix H), offered a
simple procedure for anticipating implementation
problems and monitoring their resolution.

Evaluation Strategy--Individual and Group Discus-

sions. A second strategy consisted of regularly sched-
uled meetings to gain information for system evaluation
and problem resolution. Informal contacts and group

d‘scussions were organized around complaints and prob-

lems.
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Constraints.

The first strategy (questicunaires)

was constrained to a very small sample (two supervisors

and four specialists). Not only was the sample size

small, but it was impossible to determine whichk level
of software each respondent had used.
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3. FINDINGS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The automated CIDSS consists of three features--
o automated case reading,

o automation of case management tasks, and

o automated management information reporting.

The evaluation examined (among other dquestions) which
feature of the system was most valuable.

During the first three months of the pilot test,
field staff geunerally reacted negatively to the first
two features but felt the third feature could be useful
to them. When the pilot was evaluaced in September
1986, state ofrice and regional staff decided to focus

available resources primarily on further testing and

development of the management information aspect of
CIDSS, which regional staff felt had proven to have
greater value than the case documentation aspect of the
system.

3.2 CPS SPECIALIST AND SUPERVISOR COMMENTS

The CPS specialists' reactions to CIDSS were--

o There was not enough access to terminals when
the specialists had time available to perform

- case documentation.
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0 There was a general feeling that more training
and follow~up during the initial learning
process would have helped the specialists use
CIDSS more effectively.

o CIDSS was too slow and cumbersome; other
methods of case documentation, such as using a
dictaphone, were more effective.

CPS supervisor reactions to CIDSS were--

O CIDSS is not an effective use of the special-
ists' time. Their main function is face-
to-face contact with clients, not data entry.

o Supervisors agreed that additional training and
follow-up support were necessary during the

initial stages of learning.

o Supervisors agreed that automated support for
case assignment and case management was needed.
However, they also felt that those features of
CIDSS did not fully meet their needs znd expec-
tations in reality.

3.3 TRAINING

Evaluation of training indicated that it was
in-sufficient to prepare CPS specialists and supervi-
sors to use CIDSS fully. The majority of respondents
reported that, while training material was adequate,

aGditional material, such as a software user's gquide,

would have enhanced the learning process greatly.
Field staff also felt that, in order to learn CIDSS




fully, they should have been relieved of their existing
work load so that they could concentrate on learning

the system. Field staff also felt that trainers should
be on-gite for the first few weeks of operation to con-

tinue individualized training sessions.
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4. CONCLUSICNS

The purposé of the Case Decision Project was to
design a system that would assist CPS staff in the
investigation of child abuse referrals. From the
findings of the pilot site evaluation, the following
conclusions can be drawn regarding the degree to which
the following objectives were achieved.

1. Standardize recording of case investigations.
CIDSS Project staff developed the CIDSS workbook

as a standard method of recording case investi-

gations. The workbook is described and evaluated
(favorably, on balance) in Part I of this report.

2. Support the collection (recording), analysis,

and use of information pertinent to the decision

to open or close a case. The primary need of

field staff was to have an effective automated
management information system (MIS). The first
tier of automated systems development should be
the installation of a MIS to meet basic informa-
tion needs. The second tier is usually a decision
support system, which analyzes and configures data
from the management information system to support
a range of management decisions.

The CIDSS software was an attempt to provide a

third tier of automation--decision support to

worker staff, i.e., a system for collecting and
analyzing detailed client circumstances to support
decisions on individual cases. Based upon the

results of the surveys, questionnaires, and com-
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ments from state office and field staff, project
staff concluded that the software was too advanced
for a work environment that lacked experience with
the first two "tiers" of automation.

3. Automated certain case management tasks. Staff

felc that the automation of case management tasks
was not flexible enough to prove useful to them.
Tasks that CIDSS required the supervisor to per-
form were in practice being performed or docu-
mented at times by clerical or worker staff. They
also expressed a need for the system to allow the
documentation of the task t take place at a later
time than its performance. For example, a super-
visor might need to assign a case to a worker
verbally in an emergency, when use of the computer
would be impractical. The flexibility needed by
staff has been inclided in the redesign of CIDSS.

4. pProvide automated management information

reporting. Field staff reacted much more posi-
tively to this aspect of the software. They
recognized the value of automated management in-
formation in their day-to-day operations. The
management support aspect of CILSS focused upon
the limited range of operations within the scope
of the project, and it was not initially intended
to provide support for the full range of in-
take/investigation management needs. Experience
with the management information aspect of CIDSS
led supervisors very quickly to recognize its
potential benefits, despite the limitations of
CIDSS in this regard. In their evaluation of
CIDSS, supervisors expressed their need for man-
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agement information, and CIDSS is now being re-
designed to provide a broader range of management
information on intake and investigation.
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SUBJECT:

T0:

-

DATE:

VIORIANE

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

Attitude Survey: Pretest of Case Investigation Protocol

__ FROM:
1 f_- John Theiss
Research Design Specialist

i
i

Jeffrey Anderson
Research Specialist
Organization Development Division
State Office 503-E
October 10, 1985

As you may have heard, your unit is one of twelve that will participate in
pretesting a new process of recording Child Welfare case investigations.
This process is based on a Case Investigation Support System (c1ss)
workbook. This workbook will replace current case recording procedures for
up to four months, November through February.

We need your opinions and expectations concerning use of the workbook.
Vour responses to the enclosed survey will help us vo evaluate the CISS
workbook and our efforts to manage the pretest. The survey takes about
ten minutes to complete.

All respouses to the survey will be lLert confidential. To assures the
confidentiality of your survey, do nou write your name on the survey form.
Instead, please check that your name and mail code appear on the cover
sheet. We need the cover sheet to be able to tell if each of the workers
returned surveys. It will be removed from the survey when it is returned.
In other words, John will recieve the survey. He will remove and throw out
the coversheet with you name. Your name will not appear on the survey or
with the responses stored in the computer.

Please complete and return the survey as soon as possible. This survey is
an important source of inforamation about your opinions and expectations
concerning the CISS. Please contact us [(512) 450-3696 STS 887-3696 or
3697) if you have any questions or if you would like a summary of the
results when they become available next fall.

fogpugit lutoern P

Jeffrey M. Anderson ////John Theiss
JMA:JT:nel

Attachment
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CASE INVESTIGATION SUPPORT SYSTEM

ATTITUDE SURVEY

Office of Research

Demonstration & Evaluation
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CASE INVESTIGATION SUPPORT SYSTEM

ATTITUDE SURVEY

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
o Please answer every question. If you like, you may discuss items in the comment

section.

0 We waut to know your honest opinions. Please do not put your name on the
questionnaire.

o Most of the questions ask that you circle one of several numbers that appear on a
scale beside the item. You are to choose the one number that best matches the
description of how you feel about the item.

o Please read each question carefully. The scale descriptions are different in
different parts of the questionnaire.

o To return survey p. ease fold in half with return address showing and staple
closed.

Thank you for your help.



l. Are you:

L.

Fenmale

worked witi DHR?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
0.
7.

3. which

1.

LTI LI VO I o

COPIFN AT STATE EXPENSE

less
to
to
to
to
to
or

O N WV W

than 1 year

less
less
less
less
less
more

than 2
than 3
than 5
than 7
than 9
years

2. Approxinately how many years have you;

Please answer eacn of the questions felow by circiing the number next to the description
wnicn pest fits you.

2. vale

worxed with CPS?

L.
2.
3.

.

5.
5.

-
I

W N W N -

(13
n
n

than
to less
to less
to less
to less
to less
or ore

1 year
than
than
than
than
cthan

[ PSR (]

W N W

vears

of the following pest describes vou current positioa?

Worker

Derinitely 1O
Propably NO
tlot Sure
Probably YES
Definitely YES

aad 7.

.drcle the
3¢ sure to

joring .

Enjoyable

Useless

Friendly .

Full

2. Supervisor

4. Vo you think that the use of 1 stancaraized iavestization guide s a GOOD IDEs for
Chila Protective Services?

.1ere are some woras and phrases wnicn can be used to describe vou present job. Circle
the numober on each line that describes how you see your job. For example, if you
talnk you job is very "boring” circle number 1, right next to the word “boring.” ILf
‘ou think your job is very "interesting,” circle number 7, right next to the word
“{nteresting.”

If you think it is somewhere in between, circie a nuaber between 1

number that best descrites your job.
circle a number on each line.

Discouraging .
Rewarding

Brings Out The
Best In Me .

— et e e e e

R oD NN

[ VS I VS T VS S VS B SUR S B W}

S

I A S

wv v o

wv o

g ST T T O

b B B e T N N |
-
-

+ « + + Irteresting
¢« + + o+ . Miserable
¢« « o« « o YWorthwhile
e « + + « o+ « Lonely
* + « + + o+ o Empty
¢« + v o+ + o+ Hoperful
+ + o Disappointing

Doesn't Give Me
e« + « « « o 4 Chance




6. We are interested in learning how you think the use of a standardized investigation
guide will change your job and the work you do. A number of possible changes are
listed below. Please indicate your level of agreeuent of disagreement with each
statement by checking the appropriate numbered box on the seven point scale.

l. Increase my workload =« . ¢« « ¢ ¢ o« o« o« & o« 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Increase the freedom I have onmy job . . . 1 2 3 4 5 ) 7
3. Improve the quality of work I produce . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. Make it more difficult to meet deadlines . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Make it difficult to do a good job . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 ) 7
6. Make my work more challenging . « « « « « « 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Make my work more frustrating . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Decrease the discretion I exercise on my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Increase my ability to get work done . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Make it easier to keep up with wy workload 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Make my Job more interesting . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Are

(1]

12}
13)
L4}

you familiar with the Case Investigation Workbook?

NO

YES

My knowledge is minimal, but I am aware of the workbooks.
I have heard abou: and/or discussed the workbooks.

I have seen drafts of the workbooks.

116
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This Completes the questionnaire, we would appreciate any comments you would like to make,
please write them in the space below. When you have finished, please fold in half with
return address showing and staple closed.

COMMENTS :

3SN3IdX3 3LVLIS LV u3id0oD
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Evaluation Survey 1 was designed to evaluate the pilot test training. IL also

ccllected opinion and attitude information after the pilot test staff had been
introduced to the workbcok and received training, but before they had field
experience with 1it. This addic'onai opinion and attitude information was

collected for three reasons.

First, trainee responses could be used to identify problems before the work-
book was in use. The comparing post training results with baseline results
can be used to show chenges in opinions and attitudes from pre pilot to after
training. Identifying changes in opinions and attitudes at this point was
intended to avoid complicatibns that might result from reactions to the work-

book content or organization.

Second, if the training was evaluated as being less than adequate, the opinion
and attitude responses (especially in contract to pre~training responses)
could help identify training weaknesses and staff ne»ds to properly implement

the pilot.

Third, collecting opinion and attitude information after training provided an
opportunity to identify changes over the course of the pilot instead of only
before and after it. Therefore, if there were problems, the evaluation had
the potential for identifying whether the changes - zre duc to the workbook and

the model and/or their use.

Evaluation Survey I was completed by trainees immediately after training at

the three sites, Houston, Edinburg and Victoria.




CASE INVESTIGATION SUPPORT SYSTEM

EVALUATION SURVEY |

Office' of Résearch

Demonstratidn & Evaluation

COPIED AT STATE EXPENSE

Name Mail Code

To insure Confidentiality, this page will be torn off & discarded by ORDE.
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CASE INVESTIGATION SUPPORT SYSTEM

EVALUATION SURVEY I

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

o Please answer every question. If you like, you may discuss items in the
comment section.

o We want to know your honest opinions. Please do not put Yyour name in
the questionnaire.

Thank you four your help.
|
|
\

A-10
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i OVERALL ASSTSSmMENT

W0 weens SEC YOu exPressec sOwe OP1RIiONS CONCRTRINL YOUT exPeCLalinms gpoul the 1SS ~OTK00ONn. The
folloving quesiions vill tell us NOv the IT8LRING affeCteC ‘OUr wXDrCtasiofs. Circie the numowr of

the ststement Inat bes: cescribes Your gpinions.

1.  Tne CISS worxboox is:
I much petter than ! expected
S somewnsr becter than 1 ernected
3 sbout what I expected

¢ somevhat vorse than I expected

S such vorse than I expected -

<. Do vou think that this Workbook is s GOOD IDEA for Child Protective Services?

1  Defipitely MO

2 Prodably WO

3 Net Sure

4  Probebly YES

S Defiaitely YIS

3. Mev thar yeu ats familiar vith the CISS Workboek, hov do you thiok the workboek will change

your jeb and the wverk »ay do? A oumber of possidle changes sre listed belov. Please indicate

your level of asreemsat of disagTeensat Witk each statement by checkiag the sppropriste

Smaber oa the seven point scale.

. e

& s

H S o 3

» - ¥V

z z 32

» ¢ w -

- v [ ] - e e

P o - - 6 -

§ - £z s

w = 2E 6 £
i. hcmu-yuuuau...........l 2 3 4 s 6
3. Incresse the freedom I have on my job . . . | 2 3 ) S 6

3. lmsprove the quality of work I produce . . . |

~
W
*»
o«

4. Maia it were ¢1fficult to weet desdlives . | 2 3 4 5 6
S.m;:uzueu:uaamm....x 2 k| 4 S 6

COPIFD AT STATE EXPENSE

6. Mazs my werk sore challemging . . . .. .., |

*
s
*»
w
L

7. Make my work more frastrstisg . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6

- 8. Decresse the discretion I exercise oo =y job | 2 k] 4 5 [
- 9. Imcresse oy ebility to get work dcoe . . . 1 2 k] s 5 [}
. 16. Maue it easier to neep up vith gy worklosd | N 3 4 S 6
. 11. Maae =y job smore ifteresting . . . . . . . 1] 2 b) - 5 °
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Y

3e SPECIFIC JONCERNS

Please Jmae 4T .ee8l OdNe 20Sillve ARG one “egative statesent or ooservetion adou: ihe 1SS .Jea. ihe

JOTKN00K, J0Q/0f INe Ve LI 1S Delng iid.esenteqg.

Pasizive:

Negative:

LIle TRIAL IXERCISE:

"™e 2 parsgrapas belov iacluda informatioa fros as imtake asd as initial imvestigatios contact.

STATE EXPENSE

*lesse read Chis informstios and eatar it is the eppropriste placee 1o the ettached worxbook.

I

-

Og Marcn 7, 1985 you vere assigned the following Priofrif¥ I abuse iavestigez:ion. Pete S.

rrived at school severely bruisee vith blackened eyes and 8 blooav eer. The school aurse slleges

COPIED A

Tmat Mr. Rizer abueed Pete. The (ntese repor: contained “r. Risar’s vork phone aumbar and ‘ou
called him immediately.

Mr. Rieer reported thet he ves oniy trying to tesch his step-son, Pete. :he .mportance of
success in acadesic and sports activitles. He said that he expects his son 20 excel in cvervthliog
and puaishes hin severel? vnen he does not. HKe repeatedly empnesized :nst ne does =0t “3iI Pete anc

therefore does not abuse him.

Beganning with the Allegatioas sectiocs, please enter this initiel investigetioa iaformatioo in the

ettached Werkboos.

A-12
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CASE INVESTIGATION
SUPPORT SYSTEM
'WORKBOOK

|CAS§:Pete S. WORKER: yoy DATE ASSIGNED:wareh 7. 1085

T PRIORITY I}

Ora) notification of law enforcement within 24 hrs? X YES O

Written report sent to law enforvement within 5 calendar days? XYES —NO
Supervisor contacted for approval within 24 hrs? XJES —NO

Investigation initiated within 24 hrs? L YES N0

T PRIORITY 11. SEXUAL ABUSE]

Oral notification of law enforcement within 24 hrs? _YES _NO
Written report sent to law enforcement within 5 calendar days? —YES —_NO
Investigation initiated within 10 calendar days? —YES —NO

PRIQRITY 11|

Oral or written notification of law enforcement within 3 calendar days? —YES —NO
Investigation initiated within 10 calendar days? —YES —NO

T TpriQPITY 11T |

COMMENTS:

A-13
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FAMITY CONSTELIATION

NME AGE | SEX IREL | |IAME I [ g
S. Riser 37 M | sF
{ ser _28 F_I MO
|
! pete Smith 11 M_|ov
ALLEGATIONS
TYPE | CHILDREN

DESCRIPTION OF ALLEGATIONS

OTHER SIGNIFICANT INFORMATIN




RECORD OF CONTACTS

DATE

(Type of contact)

(Persons contacted)

{Pertinent observations)

A-15
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ekt

RECORD OF CONTACTS

(Type of cortact)

(Persons contacted)

}

(Pertinent cbservations)

1926




EVALUATION OF CHILDREN

NAME & AGE
CHILD(REN) SEEN BY WORKER? |[Y N

{PREVIOUS ABUSE/NEGLECT

{(PSYCHOLOGICAL/EMOT QONDITION
Diagnosed mentally retarded
Diagnosed psycholog problem
Ltd. intellectual ability
Anxious/fearful

HIRREREEN

Physically assaults others
Sexual acting-out

School problems

Delinguent behavior
Defiant/provoking behavior
Disturbed/umisual behavior
Other

TTITTTUII]

*  Normal development
Below normal weight/height
Delaygdspeech/mtm:
Delayed social development
Other

HRERE

Good physical condition
Premature/low birth-weight
Serious illness/injury
Disability

Poor hygiene

Failure to thrive
Malnutrition

Skin rash/disorder

Other

ENERERR

Normal interaction
Bonding/attach. “disruption
Role reversal

- Lack of nurture/stimulation
B Child afraid of parent
Child unwanted

Child scapegoated

Child perceived negatively
Other

EEREEREN

A-17

127



TYPE

LOCATION

No injuries noted.

BONE
BRAI
BRUI
BURN
CONC

DISL
DISM
(XPO
HEMA
HEMR

INTL
POIS
SCAL
SENS
SEXL

SKUL
SPRA
SUFF
WELT
WOUN

“GTHR

DESCRIPTION OF INJURIES

INJURIES OF MULTIPLE AGES?

__VYes No PICTURES TAKEN? Yes No

am— —— e——

ALLEG

AFF | ASM

EXPLANATION OF ALLEGATIONS

ABAN
ABUS
EDUC
EMOA
EMON
MEDI
PHYS
SEXL

SUPE
0THR

DEGREE OF AFFIRMATION

1--Affirms abuSe/neglect
2--Partially affirms abuse/neglect 2--Explanation possible, bit unlikely
3--Denies abuse/neglect
4--No explanation

ASSESSMENT OF EXPLANATION
1--Explanation consistent with other facts

3--Explanation inconsist. with other facts
4--Unknown

A-18
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EVALUATION OF ADULTS
ADULT(S) * ~{8):

ACCESS _TO CHILD

. Full~-time
. Part-time
Infrequent
Nene

L1011

{INDIVIDU = CHARACTERISTICS
> problems noted
Psychologic.l/emot. problems
. Limited intellectual ability
Lack of impulse control

low self-esteem

Suicide tendencies
Substance abuse

Problems with the law
History of physical assault
History of sexual assault
Other

IPARENTING
Good parenting skills
Unreal. expect. of children
Inapprooriate discipline
Other

[TITTTIITTIIT

HREE

{RELATTONSHTP FACTORS
Healthy/supportive relat
Marital/paramcur problems
Sexual dysfunction

«  Other

(111

ISTRESS FACTORS

Financial problems
Enployment problems

Health problems/disability
Recent divorce/separation
Other

HERE

[VICTTMIZATION HISTORY

No victimization history
2bused/r- jlected as child
Sexual., abused as child
Abused ! . ‘;pouse/paramour
Other

ENEE

“CIAL ISOLATI .

No isolati‘'n
sane isolation
vere isolation

I

|

) [ .IIN TO WORRER
Cooperative
. “ncooperative
. H ile/threatening

Other

[ 111

'PAST ABUS . ‘GLECT OF CHILD

A-19
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RO

A1l allegations explained to parent/caretaker? ._YES __NO

ALLEG JAFF | ASM EXPLANATION OF ALLEGATIONS

ABAN

ABUS

EDUC

EMOA -

EMON

MEDI

PHYS

SEXL

SUPE

OTHR

DEGREE OF AFFIRMATION ASSESSMENT OF EXPLANATION
! . 1--ATfirms abuse/neglect 1--Explanation consistent with other facts

2--Partially affirms abuse/neglect 2--Explanation possible, but unlikely
3--Denies abuse/neglect 3--Explanation inconsist. with other facts
4--No explanation 4--Unknown

ASSESSMENT OF HOME ENVIRONMENT

Home visit made? __YES __NO.  DATE:
Home environment adequate to protect child(ren)? __ VES __NO
|
‘1 -
A-20
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ASSLSSMENT OF RESQURCE AVAILABILITY

FAMILY ABILITY TO PROTECT CHILD(REN):

: is/are able to protect child(ren) on own.

. will monitor situation to protect child(ren)
. will work with CPS to.protect child(ren).

. is/are unable to protec. child(ren). .
: see(s) no need to protect child(ren).

: is/are unwilling to prc.ect child(ren).
: Other:

. COMMENTS:

COMMUNITY RESOURCES USED/NEEDED TO PROTECT CHILD(REN):




CASE DECISION
DHS ACTION NEEDED TO PROTECT CHILD(REN):

NONE: Close case OPEN: In-home services OPEN: Remove child(ren)

WORKER COMMENTS:

Pate results of investigation explained to Parents/Caretakers:
Rlleged victim(s): Complainant:

rORKER SIGNATURE: DATE:

SUPERVISOR REVIEW:

Supervisor CONCURS DOES NOT CONCUR with worker's recommendation.
SUPERVISOR COMMENTS:

SUPERVISOR SIGNATURE: DATE:

A-23




SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS REFERRALS

_DEFERRAL NO. DATE QF REFERRAL : DATE CASE CLOSED.
REFERRAL TYPE EXTENT OF CASEWORK COMMENTS
__RBAN  MEDI | _ Closed at intake
__ABUS  __PHYS | _ In-home services
__EDUC  __SEXL | __Child removal .
__EMOA _ SUPE| __ Family moved
[_EMON _ __OTHR| _ Other )
REFERRAL NO. DATE OF REFERRAL: DATE CASE CLOSED:
REFERRAL TYPE EXTENT OF CASEWORK COMMENTS
__ABAN _ MEDI| __Closed at intake
| __ABUS  _ PHYS| __In-home services
__EDUC  __ SEXL | _ Child removal
__EMOA _ SUPE| __ Family moved
__EMOK  _OTHR| __Other
i REFERRAL NO. DATE OF REFERRAL DATE_CASE CLOSED
t | REFERRAL TYPE TENT OF COMMENTS
. | _ABAN  _MEDI| _ Closed at intake
_ABUS  _ PHYS| __ In-home services
“1 | _EDUC  __SEXL| __Child removal
. | _EMA  _SUPE| _ Family moved
i | _EMON  __OTHR| _ Other
! | REFERRAL NO. DATE OF REFERRAL DATE CASE ClOSED
| REFERRAL TYP EXTENT OF CASEWORK COMMENTS
__ABAN  __MEDI| _ Closed at intake
_ABUS  _ PHYS| __In-home services
! _EDUC __SEXL| _Child removal
| ! _EMOA _ SUPE| _ Family moved
N __EMN  __OTHR| __Other
i
’ | REFERRAL NO. DATE OF REFERRAL DATE CASE CLOSED
"REFTRRAL Tyoe | EXTENT OF CASEWORK COQMMENTS
. _ABAN  __MEDI| _ Closed at intake B
* _ABUS  __PHYS| __In-home services
v __EDUC  __SEXL| _ Child removal .
__EMOA  __SUPE| _ Family moved ’
. _EWN __OTHR| _ Other

i A-24
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IV. MATCHING THE MODEL AND THE WORKBOOK

The CISS system is based on the investigaticn model presented this morning. The
workbook was planned to correspond to the model. Several major sections of the
model and the workbook are listed below. Please put an ‘X’ in every box that

represents & match.

Model

Alleg

ations

Workbook Sections

Evaluation 2f Children

Description of Injuries

Explaination of Allegation (adult)

Assessment of Resource Availability

Community Resources Used/Needed

.Supervisor Review

EVENT:

What happened

EXTENT:

How serious

DYNAMICS:

Environment

13

A-25

135




V. TRAINING FEEDBACK SECTION

1. Instructor demonstrated 8 genuine interest in this material.

Definitely Definitely
Yes Yes Neutral No No .
1 2 3 4 5

2, lastructor presented the msterial cohereantly, emphasizing sajor points and making relationships

clesar.

Definitely Definitely
Yes Yes Neutral No No
1 2 3 4 5

3. What part(s) or the workshop will be most helpful to you in doing Your job?

4., Shat pert(s) of the workshop will be laast helpful in doing your job?

5 What suggestions do You have for improving this workshop?

A-26
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This Completes the questionnaire, we would appreciate any comments you would
like to make, please write them in the space below. When you have finished,
please fold in half with return address showing and staple closed.

COMMENTS:

A-27
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NEWICR/AND

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
SUBJECT: Final Evaluation Survey: Pilot Test of Case Investigation Workbook

TO: FROM:
[ see Distribution List _T ™ John Theiss
Research Design Specialist
Technical Resources Section
Organization Development D!vision
State Office, 503-E

DATE: March 3, 1986

The formal pretest of the CIDSS workbook ended February 28th. Attached is a
Final Evaluation Survey. It contains questions concerning your current work
situation and your opinions of the workbook. This survey, and earlier surveys,
interviews and discussions will be used to evaluate the workbook and our
training and coordination of the pilot test. A summary of the findings will be
distributed to each of you by July.

The survey takes about 20 minutes to complete. Please complete and return the
survey as soon as possible. Please contact me [(512) 450-3697 STS 887-3697) 1if

you have any questions.

All responses to the survey will be kept coafidential. To assure the
confidentiality of your survey, do mot write your name on the survey form.
Instead, please check that your name and mail code are highlighted on the
distribution list. We need the distribution list to be able to tell who
returned surveys. The list will be removed from the survey when it is returned.
In other words, I will remove and throw out the distribution list with your
name. Your name will 1ot appear on the survey or with the responses stored in
the computer.

John Theiss
JIT:ctv

Attachment
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VIENTWE

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

SUBJECT:

Final Evaluation Survey: Pilot Test of Case Investigation Workbook

_ FROM:

See Distribution List John Theiss
Research Design Special ist
Technical Resources Section

Organization Development Division

State Office, 503-E

April 1, 1986

On March I sent out a final evaluation survey. You have either:
not returned your survey,
or
returned your survey without the: distribution list.

If you have not completed and returned your survey, please complete and
return the attached survey.

If you completed and returned your survey but removed the distribution

sheet please fold and return this distribution sheet. My address is on the

reverse.

Thank you,

John Theiss

JTT:ctv
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CASE INVESTIGATION SUPPORT SYSTEM

FINAL EVALUATION

Office of Res_e_arch

Demonstration & Evaluation

140
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CASE INVESTIGATION SUPPORT SYSTEM

FINAL EVALUATION

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

0

Please answer every question. You may discuss items in the comment
section. We are especially inrerested in your comments because
they frequently tell us how to avoid or solve problems we had not
anticipated.

We want to know your honest opinions. Please do not put your rame
on the questionnaire.

Most of the gquestions ask that you circle one of several numbers
that appear on a scale beside the item. You are to choose the one
number that best matches the description of how you feel about the
item.

Please read each question carefully. The scale descriptions are
different in different parts of the questionnaire.

To return survey please fold in half with return address showing
and staple closed.

Thank you for your help.

A-31 141




Pleasa ansver the questions below by circling the mmber of the description which best fits
you.

1. Did you attend workbook training at: 1. Harlingen 2. Victoria 3. Houston

Other:

2. Approximately how many years have you worked with CPS?

1. less than 1 year 4., 5 to less than 7
2.1 to less than 3 5. 7 to less than 9
3. 3 to less than 5 6. 9 or more years

3. Which of the followiug best describes your current position?

1. Worker 2. Supervisor

4. What percent of your workload {involves case investigations?

1. 75%, or more 3. 25% to 50%
2. 50% to 752 4. less than 252

5. Here are some words and phrases which can be used to describe you present job. Circle the
mumber on esch line that describes how you see your job. For example, 1if you think you
job is very "boring” circle number 1, right next to the word "boring.” If you think your
job is very “{pteresting,” circle number 7, right next to the word "interesting.” If you
thiok it is somewhere in between, circle a number between 1 and 7.

Circle the number that best describes your job.
Be sure to circle 7 numher on each linpe.

Boring « « o o o o o s o o1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ¢ ¢« o« olnteresting
Enjoyable « o ¢ ¢ o o o o ) - 3 & 5 6 7 . .+« . Miseradble
UselesS o« « « s o o o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 T e e e s e Worchwhile
Friendly « + « o o o o » o 1 2 3 4 5 6 T ¢« o 0 o s e o Lonely
Full - o o o o e s s s e a1 2 3 4 5 6§ 7 o o o o o o o o oEmpty
Discouraging « « o « « « o« 1 2 3 4 5 6 T e« o+ s o oHopeful
Rewarding « « o « o o » o 1 2 3 4 5 6 T .. .Disappointing
Brings Out The Doesn't Give Me

BestInMe.-.-..ol 2 3 4 5 6 7---.---AChance

ERIC
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6a. About how many weeks did it take for you to become familiar with the CIDSS workbook
format?
weeks

b. About how many weeks did it take before you felt comfortable and proficient in using the
CIDSS workbook?
weeks

- 7. Do you think that the use of a standardized investigation guide is a GOOD IDEA for Child
Protective Services?

1 Definitely NO

2  Probably NO

3 Not Sure

4  Probadbly YES .
5 Definitely YES

8. Do you think that the CIDSS workbook you have been pilot testing is a GOOD IDEA for Child
Protective Services?

1 Definitely NO
2  Probably NO

3  Not Sure

4 Probably YES

5 Definitely YES

| 9. Ve are interested ‘n learning how the CIDSS investigation guide has changed your job and

' the work you do. A nuumber of possible changes are listed below. Please indicate your
level of agreement of disagreement with each gtatement by checking the appropriate
numbered box on the seven point scale.

> >
g Z -
) B wm@ E -
& E wm = o
; 2 S xw = =
3 4 &g o 3
! £ =] =] < B =
' £ =) W @y ® )
; & & & 28 w . e
i 5 ® ® He & & @
Wt e Yond =3O Q < [&]
a a a ==z < < <
l. Increased my workload =« « « ¢ o o o o o o & 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. 1Increased the freedom I have on my job . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Improved the quality of work I produce . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Made it more difficult to meet deadlines . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Made it difficult to do a good job « . . . & 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. 6. Made my work more challenging . . « « + « . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- 7. Made my work more frustrating . . . « . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Decreased the discretion I exercise on my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
; 9. Increased my ability to get work done . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Made it easier to keep up with my workloud . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Made my job more interesting « « ¢« ¢ o« o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
; 12. Improved the documentation in case records . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
' 13. Increased trime to complete documentation . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

A-33
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10.

11.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

If it was entirely your choice would you continue to use the CIDSS workbook?

Definitely NO
Probably NO
Not Sure
Probably YES
Definitely YES

W Wl -

We have heard many comments regarding pilot staff's expectations of and experience in
using the CIDSS workbook. We have summarized groups of these comments into general
statements. Please circle the number that best represents your reaction to the following

general statements.

The workbook makes it easier to meet
program standards.

A workbook case record is less clear
than a record before the Pilot Test.
The workbook is especially good for:
Recording quickie cases

Recording complex cases

Recording typical ccses

The workbook record makes it hard to
really understand the case.

1 refer to the wo.kbokk as 1 do the
investigation.

1 £111 out the workbook after the
investigation is substantially
completed.

1 write less when I use the workbook.

Since using the workbook I find that I
make fewer contacts to complete a case.

+ DISAGREE STRONGLY

~> DISAGREE

w DISAGREE SOMEWHAT

- NEITHER AGREE
NOR DISAGREE

i AGREE SOMEWHAT

w

o AGREE

(=)

~ AGREE STRONGLY




COMMENDN

2. One ol the most important uses of a pilot test ~ . opportuni y for hindsight. Please
1list Yelow some things you feel that we could h: » .one better.

We are especially interested in:

- a. What additionsl informationm, support or tre’ g would have been helpful?

b. How would you change the workbook? Why?

A-35 .1‘453
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NTS

¢. Any other comments you have. ¢ ! you need more space. Whe
finished, please fold in half "2 address showing and stapl: -

o A 146
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COMMENTS

¢. Any other comments you have. Add page if you need more apace. When you have
finished, please fold in half with return addreas showing and staple closed.

ISN3IdX3 3LVLIS 1V U3IdOD

A-37

ERIC 147

)




COMMENTS

12. One of the wmost important uses of a pilot test is the opportunity for hindsight. Please
1list below some things you feel that we could have done better.

We are especially irnterested in:

a. What additional irformation, suppor® or training would have been helpful?

3SN3dX3 31VvLS 1V u3didOoD

b. How would you change the workbook? Why?

a-18148
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10. If it was entirely your choice would you continue to use the CIDSS workbook?

1 Definitely NO
2  Probably NO
3  Not Sure
4 Probably YES
* S Definitely YES
. )

11. We have heard many comments regarding pilot staff's expectations of and experteS}e in
using the CIDSS workbook. We have summarized groups of these comments into genigal
statexents. Please cir.le ‘he pumber that best represents your reaciisn to the Jo:lowing
general statements.

>
> ) -
8 3 o
% E . [ ) E
= I s S =P
[ o z = -
7 w oK = = m
< O - o
n w o = < -
ol 3] “woxkwn Ww v, M
£ = g @ . " x
Q ) ) - [28) «l v
< < < I =) = -~ D
2 2 2 gg § E Em
a o a =ZZ < < < &
The vorkbook makes it easier to mee. 1 2 3 4 5 6 ? ﬁﬁ
program standards.
A workbook case record is less clear 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
than a record before the Pilat Test.
The workbook is especially good for:
Recording quickie cases 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Recording complex cases 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Recording typical cases 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The workbook record makes it hard to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
really understand the case.
I refer to the workbokk as I do the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
investigation.
I £111 out the workbook after tne 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
iovestigation is substantially
completed.
1 write less vhen I use the workbook. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- Since using the wurkbook I find that I 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

- make fewer contacts to complete a case.

A-39 149
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6a. About how many weeka did it tske for you to become familiar with the CIDSS workbook

forwat?
weeka

b. About hov many weeka did it take before you felt comfortable and pvroficient in using the
CIDSS workbook? —
weeks

(@]

CD
7. Do you think that the use of a atandardized investigation guide is a GOOD ID.A for Child
Protective Servicea?

1 Definitely NO
2 Probably NO

3 Not Sure

& Probably YES
S

Definitely YES

3dX3 31V1iS 1v u3

8. Do you think that the CIDSS workbook you have been pilot testing is a GOOD zu for Child
Protective Services? m

Definitely NO
Probably N0
Not Sure
Probably YES
Definitely YES

(VIR VN

9. We sre interested in learning how the CIDSS fnvestigstion guide has changed your job and
the vork you do. A mmber of possible chznges are listed below. Plesse fndicate your
level of agreement of disagreement with each statement by checking tne appropriate
tumbered box on the seven Point scale.

> =
-— <
o = .
= =1 e >
] £ =2, = =
= £ i 3 g
w Hel -~ X @ =
o . e <z = =
&« = E ou e
9 < T =z ow w w
< < < = I b i
4] « v = X & =
- - - .-~ - A -
a ) = ZTE < < <
l. Incressed my workload . . . . . . . . ... 1 2 3 4 S é 7
2. Iocreased the freedom I have on my job . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Improved the quality of work I produce . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Ma.. 1t wore difficult to meet deadlines . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
S. Made it difficult to do a good job . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Made ay work more challenging . . . . . .. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Made oy work more frustrating . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Decreased the discrezion I exercise on my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Increased my ability to get vork done . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
} 10. Made it easier to keep up vith wy workload . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| 11, Made my job more interesting . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Improved the documentation in case records . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
[ 13, Increased time to complete asocumentation . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
|

A-4(Q
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Plesse anewer the questions below by circling the number of the description which best fits
you.

1. Did you attend workbook tratining at: 1. Harlingen 2. Victoria 3. Houston

Other:

2. Approximatelv how many years have you vorked with CPS?

- l. less than 1 year 4. 5 to less than 7
2.1 to less than 3 5.7 to less than 9
3. 3 to less than 5 6. 9 or more years

3. Which of the following best describes your current position?

l. Worker 2. Supervisor

IASN3IdX3 31VLS 1V uildoo

4. Vhat percent of your workload involves case investigations?

1. 75%, or more 3. 252 to 502
2. 50% to 752 4. less than 252

5. Here are some words and phrases which cau be used to describe you preseat job. Circle the
mmber on each line that describes how you see your job. For example, 1f you thiak you
job 1is very “poring” circle mmber i, right nex: to the word "boring.” If wou think vour

job is very "icreresting.” circle mumber 7, right nex: to the word “interesting.”
think 1t is ssuewhere in between, circlz a ounber between 1 and 7.

Circle the mmber that best describes your job.
Be sure to circle a pumber on each lipe.

Bordng . . . . ... ...1 2 3 4 5 6 7. .Interesting
“njovable ., ., ..., .., .1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ¢« « ¢« o s o Miserable
Useless <1 2 3 4 5 6 7. . Worthwhile
Frieadly . . ¢ o . .o .1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7. « « « Lonely
Full . . . .1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7. +Empty
Discouraging . . . . .. .1 2 3 &4 s ¢ T ¢+« + .+ .Hopeful
Rewarding . . ., ... .1 2 3 4 5 6 7 . .Disappointing
Brings Out Tne Doesa't Give Me
- dest InMe . . . ... .1 2 3 4 S5 6 T ........ A Chance

A-41 1 51
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

If’you




APPENDIX B

Implementation Factors Inventory--
CIDSS Workbook Evaluation
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Description of Inventory . . « ¢« ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢ « o o o o

Flow Chart of Process of Planned Change . . . . . . .

Project Monitoring Implementation Factors Questionnaire .

. B—z
. B-IO
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Project Monitoring Implementation Factors

The Innovation Acceptance Inventory is a simple procedure for anticipating
implementation problems and monitoring problem resolution. It recognizes
that there are two sources of implementation problems. Problems can arise
because of imperfections in the innovation--changes may be needed to make
it more useful or easier to use. There are 12 items on the Innovation
Acceptance Inventory which probe for information about possible problenms
with the innovation. Problems also caa arise because of the users——they
may need additional support or encouragement to help them accept the
innovation. There are 12 items on the Innovation Acceptance Inventory
which probe for information abouc user acceptance.

By completing the inventory in advance of actual project implementation and
completing it periodically throughout the implementation phase, a pro ject
manager can anticipate problems and know when they have been resolved. The
inventory is also a valuable tool for locating implementation lever-
age-~1.e. identifying features of the innovation or characteristics of the
users that can be promoted to foster successful implementation.

Attachea is a copy of the Innmovation Alceptance Inventory (tailored for the
current project) and a figure showing where it fits into the CIW portion of
the Case Decision project. The figure shows that the inventory stands
between actual implementing actions on the part of workbook users and
implementation support activities managed by the Project Director. As is
suggested in the figure, the Innovation Acceptance Inventory can help to
forge a strong link between goal identification and goal attaimment.

The Inmovation Acceptance inventory will also be used to monitor the
implementation of the Automation Pilot.

More detailed information concerning the design of and research basis for
the Inventory may be found in the following journal articles or by
telephoning Cynthia Roberts-Gray at (512)450-3749:

Roberts-Gray, C. & Gray, T. (1983). Implementing innovations: A model to
bridge the gap between diffusion and utilization. Xnowledge: Creation,
Diffusion, Utilization, 5, 213-232.

Roberts-Grav, C. (1985). Managing the implementation of innovations.
Evaluation and Program Planning, 8, 00-00.

B-2
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Small group
consultation

12 Innovation items
and

12 User items

\Training &
plan revision

work group

THE PROCESS OF PLANNED CHANGE

fuller case documentation
no decline in job satisfaction

increased capability for

GOAL
ATTAINMENT

automation

better decision making by
experts

decreased reliance on individual
experience based expertise

worker satisfaction with workbook

IMPLEMENTING
ACTIONS

protocol completions
<:::::use of completed protocols

T

INNOVATION
ACCEPTANCE

<:::::usefulness of the workbcok
user acceptance of the workbook

IMPLEMENTATION
SUPPORT
ACTIVITIES

<:::::fdaptations of the workbook
facilitation of user acceptance

GOAL
IDENTIFICATION

statements of desired outcomes
<:::::descriptions of steps that will be

taken to effect the outcomes




PROJECT MONITORING

IMPLEMENTATION FACTORS

| Office of Research

" Demonstration & Evaluation

Name

(optional)
Site of Training (circie one)

Houston
B-4 Edinberg
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS ~

0

Please answer every question. If you like, you may discuss items in the
comment section.

Most of the questions ask that you check one of several numbers that appear
on a scale beside the item. You are to choose the one number that best

matches the description of how you feel about the item. Items coded in the
gray area require comments. Please use the comment format presented in the
examples.

The questions refer to information or issues related to your organizational
unit and codes should be marked only for your unit. Of course comments may
be made concerning any information and issues that might affect the Pilot
Test.

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING




Pt
.

1.

2.

3.

ENSE

= COPIED AT STATE EXP

-—
—
.

12.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INNOVATION FACTORS

Numerous factors atffeci the success of an innovation.
below are often linkea with successful projects.
ACCURATELY DO THESE STATEMENTS DESCRIBE THE CASE INVEST!

nTI0N PROJECT?

The cwelve factors listad
AT THIS POINT IN TIME, HOW

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement by
circling the appropriate numoer on the seven poirt scale.

Expected benefits, cost, and
procedures for using the
vorkbook are clear. « « ¢« o ¢ ¢

Procedures for getting,
completing, using, and storing
the workbook are sioole. . . .

The workbook configurtion is
stable—i.e. it‘s content,
format, and procedures will
not bhave to change much over
CL'BLe ¢ ¢ o« ¢ o 06 06 06 0 06 0 0 o

There is a strong need for

the workbook at this site. . .
Beyond meeting the need, the
vorkbookhas obvious advantages

for this unite o o o o ¢ o o o

e effectiveness of the

vorkboox is readily

observable. « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o

All components of the workbook
are fully developed and
reaaily available. ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ &

Vorkbook performance is highly
reliable. ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ o o o o o

The workbook is easy to
maintain and up-grade. . . . .

Acquisition costs for the
vorkboox are quite reasonable.

Operational costs——e.g. costs
for paper, enmergy, & supplies
for work book use are low. . .

Renew. 1 costs—e.g. replace-
sent & upgrade costs are
minimele ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o

Strongly Agree

—
[
—

(1]

(1]

(1]

{1]

(1]

(1]

(1]

(1]

(1]

(1]

(1]

8

P

«<
(2] {31
(2] {3l
{2] (31
(2] {31
(2] (3]
(2] £3]
(2] (3]
(2] [3]
(2] (31
(2] (3]
(2] (3]
(2] (3]

B-6
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Nelther Agiree
Nor Disagree

&
—

(4]

[4]

[4]

(4]

{4l

[4]

(4]

{4]

4]

f4]

[4]

Somewhat Disagree

{5]

(5}

-[5]

[5]

(5]

{51

{5}

(5]

{51

[5]

{5]

{51

Disagree

——
o
[y

{6}

{6}

(6]

(6]

(6]

{6]

(6]

(6}

(6}

(6]

(6}

Strongly Disagree

——
L
S

7

{71

(7

[71

{71

{71

71

{71

(7]

[7}

{71



If you coded
your response. In other words, if you do not agree with the statement please tell us

A.

B.

C.

any responses in the darkened ares please use this page to explain

what has happended to ceuse you to ‘disagree?’
who or what organizational unit can resolve the problem.

what can be done to change future entries to ‘agree?’

For example, two potential descriptions for a disagree code for question 2 are

1.

2.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1 disagree because workers are finding that the workbook is very
difficult to use in sex abuse cases. 1 have been unable to help them.

To resolve this problem the Project Director needs to reevaluate training
and/or the usefulness of the workbook in sex abuse cases,

1 disagree because late delivery of blank workbooks has caused use of old
forms. The regional office takes 2 to ? weeks to meet requests for blank
workbooks. Workers are having pronlems switching back to the workbook.
Project Director needs to do refresher training. The branch could
distribute workbook directly to the pilot units or unit supervisors
could over-order and maintain large stocks of workbooks.

B-7
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IT.

COPIFN AT STATE .EXPENSE

USFR AND SETTING FACTORS

The success of an innovation is linked to characteristics of the setting ama the
users as well as characteristics of the innovation. The twelve setting
characteristics listed below are often linked with successful projects. AT THIS
POINT IN TIME, HOW ACCURATELY DO THESE STATEMENTS DESCRIBE THE CASE
INVESTIGATION PROJECT?

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement vith eacn statement by
checking the appropriate number on the seven.point scale.

Somewhat Disagrec
Strongly Disagrce

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Nefther Agree
Nor Dlsagrce
Disagree

Staff are avare of expected
benefits, cost, & procedures
for usang the workbook. . . . .

,_
—
-
—
w
st
—
o
—_
—
~
S

Staff have skills &
knowledge neeaea to complete
& use the workbook. « « + ¢ ¢ ©

Personnel turnover is low
enough that it will be easy to
retain experienced workbook
UBETB: ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o s o

Staff perceive the need for
using tne WOrkbooKe ¢ o ¢ o o o

Staff are highly motivated
to give the workboox a fair
CrLBLle o ¢ o o o o 4 o 0 6 6 o s

Staff’s beliefs § values maxe
it easy for them to accept the

workbook as legitin::c

Practices « ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o o o

Current job descriptions are
adequate to cover use,
supervision, & other required
TOleSe ¢ ¢ ¢ o 4 ¢ ¢ o s s 0 o

Facilities, equipment, &

funds are available to

support use of the

WOTkbOOKe ¢ o o o o o ¢ o o + &

Current bookkeeping,

personnel, budget, & resupply
procedures accommodate demands
of the workbook. ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o &

Leaders at all levels strongly
endorse the workbooke « ¢« « « &

Rules are in place to guide
use, security, & accounta-~
bility for the workbook. « « + &

I can identify and address
factors that hinder proper use
of the workbook in my unit. . .




If you codec any responses in the darkened area please use this page to explain
your response, In other words, if you do not agree with the statement please tell us

A. what has happended to cause you to ‘disagree?’
B. whe or what organizational unit can resolve the problem.
C. what can be done to change future entries to ‘agree?’

For example, two potential descriptions for a disagree code for question 2 are

* L. 1 disagree because the regional office takes 2 to 3 weeks to meet
requests for blank workbooks. The branch could resolve the problaz by
distributing workbooks directly to the pilot units. also, unit

° supervisors could resolve the problem by over-ordering and maintain large
’ stocks of workbooke.
2. I disagree bec use it requires a lot of unit time to foreward copies and

original of various items to the Project Director. The Project Director
could resolve the problem by allowing us to copy materials needed at the
unit and foreward all original forms to him.

B-9
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APPENDIX C

CPS Automated Systems

ERIC 162




HzZtmowmachO oMY X CO

mwariacm

~~

1O MG O o

»nmneICcmeeGoxd

FLOW

No

OF C

Local Systems

Caller

rompted
Intake

Intake

PS

AUTOMAT

ED

I&R Decision
Worker Case @ Case Investigation Woirkbook
Interven- Investiga-
tion tion '{Q;se Investigation Software
Support Decision Support System
System & Topic Librar
No DHS
IsR ¥ Service
\ ecision
Case
Management
- and €
Planning
o
1
Yes Fon:znuum
1l acement > of
Care

SYSTEMNMS

MIS

State
Office
Data
Base

Foster Care
Reporting &
Eligibilicy

1
!

l
J

—————————




APPENDIX D

RIF/RAF Model
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-SYSTEM IS CONSTRUCTED TO REFLECT DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

-WHAT IS THE CASE DECISION?
. - CLOSE
-OPEN: IN-HOME
-OPEN: REMOVE

«CASE DECISION BASED UPON ASSESSMENT OF RISK INTENSITY AND OF
REBOURCE AVAILABILITY

INITIAL ALLEGATIONS
EVENT ——— CHILD/PARENT EXPLANATION

RISK INJURIES TO CHILD
INTENSITY——] .EFFECT .
FACTORS CHILD EVALUATION

ENVIRONMENT =1 ADULT EVALUATION

HOME ENVIRONMENT

FAMILY RESOUCES
RESOURCE .CLOSE
AVAILABILITY COMMUNITY RESOURCES

FACTORS . OPEN
DHS PROTECTIVE SERVICES
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APPENDIX E

Material Used in Developing
the Conceptual Desicn




F' e OF CPS
AVUTORATED STYSTENRS

0ffice
Data

Interven-~
tion

Foster Care
Reporting ¢
Eligibilicy

B, ]

Plzcement
commendation

Continuun
of .
Care
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.ORIGINAL OBJECTIVES

-PROVIDE METHODS TO IMPROVE THE CONSISTENCY AND ACCURACY
OF DECISIONS DETERMINING THE EXISTENCE OF ABUSE OR
NEGLECT AND ELIGIBILITY FOR CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES;

.PROVIDE METHODS TO IMPROVE THE ASSESSMENT OF NEED FOR
CONTINUED SERVICES TO REMEDY PROBLEMS CONTRIBUTING TO
CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT.

.JHESE OBJECTIVES WILL BE ACHIEVED THROUGH:

.FOCUSING THE INVESTIGATION ON THE IDENTIFICATION AND
RECORDING OF INFORMATION THAT IS PERTINENT TO THE
DECISION TO OPEN OR CLOSE A CASE FOR SERVICES;

-PROVIDING THE WORKER AND SUPERVISOR WITH INFORMATION
THAT WILL ASSIST THEM IN THE INTERPRETATION OF DATA
COLLECTED DURING THE INVESTIGATION;

-REDUCING REPETITIVE RECORDING OF INFORMATION IN
MULTIPLE FORMATS.

.PROJECT DELIVERABLES
«PILOT OF AUTOMATED SYSTEM
.Standardized data collection
.Investigation decision support

<MANUAL SYSTEM FOR NON-AUTOMATED SITES

- PROJECT EVALUATION

-PROJECT DELIVERY DATE: FEBRUARY 28, 1986

- 168



AUTOMATED
CECISION SUPPORT

INFORHATION __ CRASE __ MAHAGEHENT
SUPFPORT ~ INVESTIGATICOH — SUFPOKRT
SUPPORT
SYSTEHN
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? \
I/ \\
/ N\
HANUAL AUTOMATED
HORKSHEET OATA ENTRY

MAJOR SY=TEM COMPONENTS
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.STANDARDIZED DATA COLLECTION

+MANUAL INVESTIGATION WORKBOOK
.Standalone capability
.Automated insut document

-AUTOMATED DATA COLLECTION SCREENS
.Same design as workbook
.Optional entry by worker

.CANRIS, CLIENT OUTCOME ASSESSMENT

.DECISION SUPPORT

.DECISION SEQUENCE
. Worker must coaplete
- Information display
.Factor weighting

.RISK ASSESLMENT
.Automated recognition of risk profiles
.Worker alerted to risk conditions
.CASE DECISION SUPPORT

.Mathematical decision model
.Worker informed of how case compares to similar cases

- MANAGEMENT SUPPORT
.PROVIDES FCR TRACKING OF INVESTIGATION PROCESS
- MANAGEMENT REPORTING

.SERVICE CONTROL COMPLIANCE

. INFORMATION SUPPORT
.GUIDE FOR INVESTIGATIMNN ACTIONS AND DECISIONS

. "EXPERT" INFORMATION
.Policy
.Staff Development training material
.Professional literature




APPENDIX F

Case Investigation Decision Support System
Status Report on Automated CIDSS




-------------------------------

1. Currently the Case Directory serves as a usetul tool for case identification
and tracking the case status, but it does not contain all the information needed
. by the workers and managers for managing the investigation workload,

The result of this is that there is little incentive for the unit supervisor
to keep information current on the Case Directory. and it tends to be perceived
as an additional chore rather than as a management aid, In its current forn the
Case Directory does not replace the wanual case log that supervisors use for the
investigation caseload, although it does replace the swnusl notification of the
regional Masterfile of case assignment.

Mith the addition of certain information fields, the Case Directory will be
able to replace more of the manual case tracking systeac currently in use.
including the wonthly generation of worker, unit, progran. and regional
statistics needed to manage the program. Thic, in turn, will provide the
incentive to staff to keep the information current on the systes,

2. The procedures involved in updating information on the Case Directory are
cunbersome and inefficient.

CIDSS was designed to keep the Case Directory information crrrent as a by-
product of the worker's docusentation of the case. but at the pilot site only
two of 10 units are using this approach. The other eight units are having to
sanage the Case Directory by using the CIDS software in a wanner for which it
was not designed, i.e., as primarily 3 Management Inforaation Systen. and this
15 proving to be very unwieldy.

Qur ~iginal pilot implementation design called for hutoaated Mapper Intake
(ARI} to begin first, followed by use of CIDSS by only two investigation units,
The impact of CIDSS was to be assessed after 30 days. and a decision made to
expand its usage to other units or to wodify it before taking this step.
However, soon after AMI was implemented, it became apparent that all units
receiving cases from the intake unit would have to use CIDSS in order to encure
that cases initiated on AMI x2re received by the aspropriate unit and scted cn
tn a tinely sanner.

This had a great impact on pilot site staff, since nany of them had to degin
T using CIDSS without the fully adequate preparation. Because the case
docunentation process on CIDSS nad as yet to bp tested, and decazuse of an
insufficient number of terminals to support full implementation of CIDES with
* ten units. the decision was made for CIDSS to be fully imnplemented in two
) units, with the other units using CIDSS only to manage the the Case Directory.

This brought on another set of problems.




In order to use CIDSS simply as an MIS, the supervisor sust first sign on
to CIDSS, assign the case to the worker and then sign off. When the case is
completed, the worker must sign on to CIDSS, update key information in the
case, and sign off. The supervisor sust then sign on to CIDSS again, update
information on the case, and then sign off. This process is not conducive
to efficient unit wanugement.

Another difficulty inherent in using CIDSS in this wanner is that certain
functions which CIDSS restricts only to supervisors or to workers are often
carried out and/or documented by it cecretaries. In fact it 15 the unit
secretaries who are responsible for maintaining the current manual systeas
used for unit case management. Thus, in order to0 use CIOSS primarily as an
AIS requires that the unit secretary use the supervisor's and the worker's
authorization to keep Case Directory information current. This ic extremely
time-consuming and raises issues about RAPPER security.

~ The result of all this is that management of the Case Directory is
perceived as wore of a burden upon the unit than an aid, and no unit has
been able to keep all Case Directory information updated.

3. There is no audit trail for cases transferred from one unit to another.

When a case is transferred from one unit to another, there is no way ‘or
the receiving unit to know the origin of the case or when il was
transferred. It sppears in the receiving unit’s Case Directory ac 3 new
case, but it doec not necessarily appear at the bottom of the Directory. as
cases transferred from the Intake Unit do. This has caused confusicn among
the units, and at tines it has resulted in some Cases not being recogniced
and acted upon in a timely manner.

4. Entry of case information on the case by the worker or unit clerk has not
geen fully tested at this poinv.

Some workers feel that it is too tine-consuming for them to enter the'r
own case information, while others feel thet 1t works satisfactorily. The
one unit clerk who is entering all cases into CIDSS feels zhe is able to
enter the duta as rapidly as she was abdle to do under the old syster. The
point, however, is that there has not been enough experience with data entry
on CIDSS to form @ conclusion about the value of this aspect of the suystea.
The pilot site staff thencslves do not want to disable thic part of the
pilot until more testing has been done.

. There continue to be problems with the terninals "locking up.”

This seems 10 be related to the printing process. At the Riverside
office, when this problem became acute, it was alleviated by taking the coe
print terminal off the DOPS and connecting it directly to the gCp. Other
causes could be staff unfamiliarity with the software. lack of sdequate user
documentation, and/o~ inadequate problea resolution procedures.
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6. Automated filing of CANRIS report is not yet ready for inplementation.

Adding this capability to the system will increase the ability of CICSS to
ctreanline the paperwork aspects of the investigation. It will prevent the
worker from having to fill out and call in the information on the 2202. It will
also give us the opportunity to develop an efficient wnd effective way to
automate this function for the field staff.

7. There is no current capability for adding subsequent intake reports to
already open investigation cases.

On some cases, several referrals are received and sent to CIDSS on the same
case. Thic appears in the Directory as if there are severai Cases, when in fact
there is only one case with several referrals. The supervicors need the ability
to attach to an already existing case subsequent referrale which 4o not warranti
a separate investigation.
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EVALUATION

OF THE

CASE INVESTIGATION DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEV

GENERAL INSTRUCT {ONS
Pleose read the following Instructions ceretully and then compinte the questionnaire.

o Please read the questions Cerefully and be sure 1O snswer every question. If you
like, you mey discuss 1tems in the comment section. Add psges |f necessery.

o We wont t0 know your honest opinions. Please do not put your neme on the question-
naire.

o The survey identitice®ion number on this page helps us monitor the questionnaire
returns vwithout placing your nema on the questionnaire or (n the computer files.

o Most of the questions ask that you mark one of severasl numbers thet sppesr on a scale
beside the i em. You ore to choose the one number that best ma*ches the description
of how you feel about the item.

o The scele descriptions are different in different parts of the questionnaire. So, be
sure to reed the special !nsfrucﬂons +het eppear with each section.

THANK YOU!

SURVEY D
(1)




TWO COMPOMENTS MAXKE UP THE CASE DECISION PRNOJECT:
1. The Case Investigetion Drclision Support System (CiCSS)
WK'”\.
2. The Automsted Case Investigetion Decislon Support Systee

FIRST WE WANT TO LEARN WHAT YCU THINK ABOUT THE CJDSS WORKBOOK .

THE CJOSS WORKBOOK

le

r

Je

4.

Se

6.

7.

1 have cosplered - Investigetion(s) using the CIDSS workbook (incjuding
!nvestigations prior to this pllot test).

Adout hov many weeks did I+ teke for you to become femi)ler with +he CIDSS workbook
format?
woeks or _ 1 am not tamilier with 1+

About how meny wseks did it teke before vou fe'* comfortable and proficient in using
the C:DSS workbook?
woeoks ot i am not proficlent In using I+

Overeal], Do you ihink thet the use of the CIDSS workbook Is & GOOD JDEA for Chiild
Protective Services?

DEFINITELY NO “ROBABLY NO NOT SURE PIOBABLY YES DEF INJTELY YES
v 121 {31 {4 151

D2 you think that the use of a stenderdized Investigation gulde, Is a GOOD !DEA for
Chi)d Protective Services?

JEF INITELY NO Fr OBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEF INJTELY YES
L1 {21 {31 [ 4 {51

Js the CJDSS workbook better or worse then the recording system I+ replaced?
MUCH WORSE SOMEWHAT WORSE ABOUT THE SAME SOMEWHAT BETTER MUCH BETTER

{11 12 (31 {4 (s

11 1t wes entirely your cholce would you continue to use the CJ0SS workbook?

DEF INJTELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES OEF INJTELY YES
ttr: (21 (31 {4 (s
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J)e AUTOMATED ClDSS

]t you heve not used the Automated System, STOP., Skip to tha comments on page 6.

e

2.

3.

4.

Se

Ge

7

THE AUTOMATED CASE INVESTIGATION DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM (CIDSS) IS THE
SECOND COMPONENT OF THE CASE DECISION PROJECT. IN THIS SECTIDN OF THE
QUESTIONNAIRE WE WANT TD LEARN ABOUT YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH THE AUTOMATED
CASE INVESTIGATIDN DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM (Automated CIDSS).

| heve conpleted investigation(s) using the Automated CIDSS.

About how Jong did It take for you to become fam' - ~ with the Automated CIDSS
format?
days or | am not famillar with 1t.

About how many weeks did 1t take before you felt comfortable and proficlent in using
the automsted C10SS?
days or | am_nﬂproflclonf in using 1t.

Overal), do you think that the use of the Automated CI0SS is a GOOD IDEA for Child
Protective Services?

DEFINITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES OEFINITELY YES
(11 (21 (31 (4] (51

Do you think thet the use of an Automated system to support Case investigation is a
GOOD IDEA for Chiid Protective Services?

DEF INITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES OEF INITELY YES
L1 {21 131 (4] {51

Is the Automatod CIDSS better or worss than the recording system 1t replaced?
MUCH WORSE SOMFWHAT WORSE ABOUT THE SAME SOMEWHAT BETTER MUCH BETTER

(v 121 (31 (4] 151

14 1+ were entirely your cholce, would you cont!nue *o use the automated C!DSS?

DEF INITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROB'BLY YES OEF INITCLY YES
L1 (21 (31 (4] (151
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8. wWo sre interested In Jesrning how use of the Automated CI10SS has changed your job and
the work you do. A number of possible changes are )isted below.
Plaase Indicate your level-of agreement or disagreement with esch statement by marking the
approprlate numbered box on the seven polnt-scale.
NOTE: dlsaznlng with the statements means that the reverse of the statement is true.

S S oS v} SO
T 0 N o | T
R M E S M S RS
0O A A AE U AE A 0 A
» NG G GW T GW 6 NG
G R R R H R RH R GR
THE USE OF CIDSS HAS: LE E EA A EA E LE
YE E ET L ET E YE
A. Increased the freedom |
have on my Jobe ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Improved the quality of
work | produce. « ¢« o o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
C. Made It more difficult to
moet deadlin®s. ¢« ¢« ¢ o &+ & 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
D. Improved the documentation
in case records ¢ « ¢« o ¢ o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

E. Made It difficult to do a
QM on * * o o o L] L] L] L] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Fe Made my work more
cha”eﬂg'ﬂg e o o o o 0o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

G. Made my work more
frus*r‘*'ﬂg e s o 5 s e e o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

He Dec~eased the discretion |
exerc'se on my Jw. " o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

l. Increased my ability to
ge*'orkdoﬂeco---oo 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Je increased the amount of
time needed Yo complete
documentation ¢« ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ke Made It easier to keop up
"*h MY mkloado " ¢ o ¢ o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Le Made my job more
‘ﬂmes*‘ﬂgoooo-o-- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

M, Increased the amount of
time avai)sble for making
client/col)atera)
CONTACTSe ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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9.

wa have heard many comments regerding plliot staff's expectations of ind experience in using
the eutomated C1055and the.workbooke. We have summerized groups of these comments into
goneral statements.

Olease mark the number that bett repre=<ants your reaction to the following genera!
statemonts.

NOTE: disagreeing with the statement means that the reverse of the statement Is true.

S S DS D SD
T 0 N D ! T
R M E S M S RS
0OA A AE U AE A 0 A
NG G GW T Gw G NG
GR R R H R R H R GR
LE E EA A EA E LE
YE E ET L ET 3 YE
The auromated CiDSS makes It easier to meet
progroam standards. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The automated CIDSS record focuses on
information Important 0 the case decision
more than the previous method of case
recordinge 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
A sutomatad cese record is less clear
than a record before the Pilot Test. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The automcted C10SS recor’ glves 2 more
complete plcture of a8 case than the
previous method of case recurding. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The automated CI0SS Is e peclally good fo~:
Recording quickle cases 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7
Recording complex cases 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Recording typical cases 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7
The automated CI0SS record makes !t herd
to really understend the casa. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
{ enter investigation information on the
automated CIDSS as | work the case. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| use the CI1DSS woriybook +o keep a record
as | do the Investigatior. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| refer to the CIDSS workbook as | do
the Investigation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 hare a good understanding of the
investigation mode! (RIF-RAF) presented in
C10SS workbook Tralning. 1 2 3 4 b 6 7
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10. 11 it vere entirely your choice, the computer responded quickiy and was olways
svailadie, would you continue t© use the automated CIDSS?

DEFINITZLY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEFINITILY YES
(11 (121 {31 1 4] 151

11. If the computer responded quickly, and was alwoys avelleble, would the automated CiDSS
make |1t easler to neet pr qgrem standards?

DEFINITELY NO FROBro Y NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEF INITELY YES
(L1 (2] (31 4] 151

111, TRAINING

1« How effective was the training you recelved to prepsre you to use the

1a. CIDSS WORKBOOK 1bs AUTOMATED CiIDSS
1. Worthless 1. Worthless
2. Insdequate 2. Inadequate
3« Adequate 3. Adequate
4. Good 4. Good
5. Excellent ’ 5. Excellent
9. Did nct receive training 9. Did not recelv; training
(explain below) (explain below)

2. If you rateo treining es 3 or lower, what changes In the training would help to raise
your rating to good or excellent?

wn
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COMMENTS

One of the most Important yses of a plilot test Is the opportunity for hindsight.
Please |1st below some things you feel could have done better.

we ore especially Interested in:

1« What additional information, suppor+ or tralning would have besn helpful?

2. How would you change the sutomated CI0SS? Why?

erlc c-s 183
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COMMENTS
3. Any other comments you hove. Add pages 1{f you need more space. Wwhen you have
. finished, please fold in half with return eddress showing and stapie closed.
7
. o




John Thelss
Ressorch Design Specialist
Technical Resources Section
Research and Evaluation Division
State Office, 52-E

c-10185
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SUPERVISORS' EVALUATION
OF THE -

CASE INVESTIGATION DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS
Please read the following Instructions carefully and then complete the g estionnalire.

o Please read the questions carefuily and be sure to answer avery question. |f you
11ke, you may discuss [tems In the comment sectlon. Add pages I|f necassary.

o we want to know your honest opinlons. Please do not put your name on the question-
naire.

o The survey ldentlfication number on this page helps us monitor the questlionnalre
returns without placing your name on the questionnalre or In the computer flles.

o Most of the questlions ask that you mark one of several numbers that appear on 2 scale
beside the Item. You are to choose the one number that best matches the description

of how you feel about the [tem.

o The scale descriptions are dlfferent In different parts of the questionnalre. So, be
sure to read the speclal Instructions that appear with each sectlon.

THANK YOU!
SURVEY (D
(1-4)

187
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TWO COMPONENTS MAKE UP THE CASE DECISION PROJECT:
1. The Case investigation Declslon Support System (CIDSS)
Workbook.

- 2. The Automated Case Investigation Declslon Support System

FIRST WE WANT TO LEARN WHAT YOU THINK ABOUT THE CIDSS WORKBOOK.

le THE CIDSS WORKBOOK

1+ | have revliewed and signed off on Investigation(s) completed using the
CICSS workbook (Including Investigations prior to tnls pllot test).

2. About how many weeks did It take for you to become famlilar with the CIDSS workbook

format?
weeks or | am not famillar with it

3. About how many weeks dld It take before you felt comfortable ana proficient In using
the CIDSS workbook?
weeks or | am not proficlent in using 1t

4. Overall, Do you think that the use of the CIDSS workbook Is a GOOD IDEA for Chlld
Protective Services?

DEF INITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEFINITELY YES
(1] (2] (31 (4] (5

5« Do you think that the use of a standardized Investigation gulde, Is a GOQD IDEA for
Chlld Protective Services?

DEFINITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEFINITELY YES
(1] (2] v 31 (4 (51

6. Is the CIDSS workbook better or worse than the recording system It replaced?
MUCH WORSE SOMEWHAT WORSE ABOUT THE SAME SOMEWHAT BETTER MUCH BETTER

(11 (21 (31 (4] (5]

7o |If It was entlrely your chulce would you contlinue to use the CIDSS workbook?

DEFINITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEFINITELY YES
(1] (21 (31 (4] (51

El{llC G-13 188
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

AUTOMATED CIDSS

Te

2.

3e

4.

Se

6.

7.

If you have not used the Automated System, STOP.

Sklp to page 7 question 2.

THE AUTOMATED CASE INVESTIGATION DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM (CIDSS) 1S THE
SECOND COMPONENT OF THE CASE DECISION PROJECT. [N THIS SECTION OF THE
QUESTIONNAIRE WE WANT TO LEARN ABOUT YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH THE AUTOMATED
CASE INVESTIGATION DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM (Automatec CIDSS).

| have reviewd and signed off on Investigation(s) completed using the
Automated CIDSS.

About how long did It take for you to become famlllar with the Automated C|DSS
format?
days or | am not famlllar with 1t.

About how many weeks dld It take before you felt comiortable and proficlent In using
the automated CIDSS?
days or _ | am not proficlent In using 1t

Overal!, do you think that the use of the Automated CIDSS s a GOOD IDEA for Chlld
Protective Services?

DEFINITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEFINITELY YES
(11 (2] (31 (4] (51

Do you think that the use of an Automated system to support Case Investigation Is a
GO0D IDEA for Child Protective Services?

DEFINITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEFINITELY YES
(11 (2] (31 (4] (51

Is the Automated CIDSS better or worse than the recording system It replaced?
MUCH WORSE SOMEWHAT WORSE ABOUT THE SAME SOMEWHAT BETTER MUCH BET(ER

(1] (21 (31 (4] (5]

1f 1+ were entirely your -holce, would you continue to use the automated C1DSS?

DEFINITELY NO PROBARLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEFINITELY YES
(1] (2] (31 (4] (5}

142 18Y




8. We are interested in leerning how uss of the Automated CIDSS has changed your job and
the work you doe A number of possible changes are llsted helow.
Please indicate your level of agreement or disagraement wlth each statement by marking the
appropriate numbered box on the seven polnt-scale.
NOTE: dlIsagreeing with the statements means that the reverse of the statement Is true.

- S S DS D} SD
T 0 N 10 | T
R M E S M S R S
0 A A AE U AE A 0 A
- NG G G W T G W G NG
GR R R H R R H R GR
THE USE OF CIDSS HAS: LE E EA A EA E LE
YE E ET L ET E YE
As Increased t.e freedom |
have on my jobe o o« o ¢ o @ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
B. Improved the quality of
work | produces o« « ¢ o o« o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
C. Made It more difflcult to
moot dead!ines. « o o ¢ o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
De Improved the documentation
In case records « « o o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ee Made It difflcult to do a
gwd Job. e . * . . . e . . ‘ 2 3 4 5 6 7

Fe Made my work more
Challoﬂglﬂg e * 2 o 0 0 s o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

G. Made my work more
ff'usﬂ‘aﬂng e e @ a0 o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

He Decreasea the discretion |
exerclise on my jobe o o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

l+ Increased my abllity to
get work done « o « ¢ ¢ o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Jo Increased the amount of
time needed to complete
documﬂfafloﬂ ¢ @ & s 0 o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ke Mave 1t easler to keep up
with my workloade « ¢ o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

L. Made my job more

lnferesflng e o o o 0 & o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- M. Increased the amount of
N time avallable for meking

cllent/col latersl|

cONTACTSe o ¢ o« ¢ ¢ v o o o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

ERIC
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9. We have heard many comrents regerding pllot staff's expectations of and experience In using
the automated CIDSSanc, the workbook. Ve have summarized groups of these comments Into
general statements.

Please mark the number that best represents your reaction to the following general
statements.
NOTE: dlsagreolng with the statement means that the reverse of the statement Is true.

DS
10
SM
AE
G W
R H
EA
ET

mm 20 @ > »n — O

The sutometed CIDSS makes [t easler to meet
program standards.

The sutomated CIDSS record focuses on
Information Importent to the case declislion
more than the previous method of case
recording.

A automated case record is less cleer
than a record before the Pllot Test.

The automated CIDSS record glves a more
complete picture of a case than the
previous method of case recording.
The automated Ci0DSS Is especially good for:
Recording quickle cases
Recording complex cases

Recording typfcal cases

The suromated C10SS record mekes It hard
to really understand the case.

| enter Investigation Information on the
asutomated CIDSS as | work the case.

| use the CICSS workbook to keep & record
as | do the Investigation.

| refer to the CIDSS workbook as | do
the Investigation.

| have & good understanding of the
Investigation mode! (RIF-RAF) presented In
CIDSS workbook Tralnling.




10. If It were ontirely your cholce, the computer responded quickly and was always
available, would you continue to use the automated CIDSS?

DEFINITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES OEFINITELY YES
1 2] (3] 4] (5}

11. 1f the computer responded quickly, and was always available, would the automated CIDSS

make It easler to meet program standards?

DEFINITELY NO PROBABLY NO NOT SURE PROBABLY YES DEFINITELY YES
1 2] [ 31 [ 4] (5

1. TRAINING

1. How effective was the tralning you recelved to prepare you to use the

Ta. CIDSS WORKBOOK 1be AUTOMATED CIDSS
1. Worthiess 1. worthless
2. Inadequate 2. Insdequate
3« Adequate 35« Adequate
4. Good 4, Good
S5. Excellent S« Excel lent
J¢ DId not recelve tralning 9. Cld not recelve training
(exptaln below) (explaln below)

2. 1f you rated tralning as 3 or lower, what changes In the tralning would help 1o raise
your rating to good or excellent?

ERIC 617
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WE ARE CONCERNED ABOUT HOW THE AUTOMATED SYSTEM AFFECTS HOW YOU DO YOUR
JOB. WE ARE PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN THE FOLLOWING THREE AREAS. PLEASE
MARK A CODED RESPONSE TO EACH OF THE QUESTIONS AND PLACE YOUR WRITTEN
DESCRIPTION IN THE SPACE PROVIDED, AND ON ADDITIONAL PAGES IF YOU NEED
THEM.

1Ve SUPERVISOR QUESTIONS

1+« The automated CIDSS has casas assignment and tracking capablilty bullt Into It. Please mark
your level of agreement or dlsagreement with the following statements concernlng the CIDSs
managmenet features of case assignment and tracking. NOTE: disagreeing with the statement
means that the reverse of the statement Is true.

S S DS D SD
T 0 N 10 | TI
R M E SM S RS
OA A AE U AE A OA
NG G G W T G W G NG
GR R R H R R H R GR
LE E EA A EA E LE
YE E ET L ET E YE

The autom.red C1DSS makes 1t easler for me

to track CPS speclallsts wori.load. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The automated CIDSS makes It easler for me

to make case assignments. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The automated CIDSS makes |+ easler for me

to spot potential problems In meeting

deadliines. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The automated CIDSS makes It easler for me

to review cases currently belng Investigated. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The automated CIDSS makes |t easlsr for me

to ldentify shortcomings In quallty of case

recording. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The automated CI1DSS makes 1t easler for me

to ldentify shortcomings In quallty of

Investigations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Q G-18
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2.

when you have to consult with a CPS speclallst concerning a case they are Investigating, or
tave Investigated, the CIDSS record makes It harder or easler to:

MUCH SOMEWHAT ABOUT SOMEWHAT
HARDER HARDER THE SAME EASIER

Identlfy the major or Important aspects

of the case. 1 2 3 4
why?
DIscuss the case with the Investigator 1 2 3 4
why?

Commun Icate your concerns to the

Investigator 1 2 3 4
why?
3, IF YOU HAVE A CPS SPECIALIST WHO'S JUNLY EXPERIENCE WITH CASE INVESTIGATION RECORDING 1S THE

C1DSS SYSTEM:

Did the CIDSS make It harder or easler for you to train *he speclalist?
Harder Easler
1] {21 {31 1 4] {51

Why?

Old the CIDSS make I+ harder or easler for you to supervise the speciallst?

Harder Easler

{1 (2 o ) 4] {51

G-19
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COMMENTS

One of the most important uses of a pllot test Is the opportunity for hindslight.
Please |lst below some things you feel could have been done better.

We are especlally Interested In:

1. What additlonal Information, support or tralning woutd have been helpful?

2. How would you change the automated CIDSS? Why?

135
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COMMENTS

3« Any other comments you haves Add pages If you need more space. When you have
finished, please fold In half with return address showing and stapile closed.

. 196
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John Theiss
Research Design Speclalist
Technlcal Resources Sectlon
Research and Evaluation Dlvislon
State Offlce, 232~E
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CASE INVESTIGATION DECISION

SUPPORT SYSTEM

TRAINING EVALUATION

MARCH 1986
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TRAINING EVALUATION

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS:

0 Please answer every question. If you like, you may discuss the trainiug, the

workbook, or training evaluation questions in the comment section.
q

o We want to know your honest opinions. Please do not put your name on the
questionnaire,

0 The identification number on this page helps us monitor the returns without
placing your name on the evaluation or in the computer f:les.

THANK YOU!
(
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TRAINING FEEDBACK SECTION

1. The instructor demonstrated a genuine interest in this material.

(1]

DEFINITELY YES

2] YES

[3] NOT SURE

[4] NO

[5] DEFINITELY NU
2. The instructor presented the material coherently, emphasizing major points and

making relationships clear.

m DEFINITELY YES

2] YES

[3] NOT SURE

[4] NO

[5] DEFINITELY NO

3. The training adequately prepared me to use the CIDSS workbook.

[1] DEFINITELY YES

[2] YES

[3] NOT SURE

[4] NO

[5] DEFINITELY NO
4. What part(s) of the workshop will be most HELPFUL to you in doing your job?
5.

What pari(s) of the workshop will be LEAST helpful in doing your job?

What suggestions do you have for IMPROVING the training?




Il. OVERALL ASSESSMENT

At the beginning of the training, you expressed some opinions concerning your
expectations about the CIDSS Workbook. The following questions will tell us how the
training affected your expectations. Please check the number of the statement that
best describes your opinions.

1. The CIDSS Workbook is:
(1] MUCH BETTER THAN I EXPECTED

2] SOMEWHAT BETTER THAN I EXPECTED
(3] ABOUT WHAT I EXPECTED
(4] SOMEWHAT WORSE THAN 1 EXPECTED
[5] MUCH WORSE THAN I EXPECTED

2. Do you think that THIS workbook is 2 GOOD IDEA for Child Protective Services?
1] DEFINITELY NO
(2] PROBABLY NO
(3) NOT SURE
'4) PROBABLY YES
[5] DEFINITELY YES

3 Now that you are familiar ‘vith the CIDSS Workbook, how do you think the

workbook will change your job and the work you do? A number of possible

changes are listed below. Please indicate your leve] of agreement or disagreement
with each statement by checking the appropriate number on the seven-point scale.

THE CIDSS WORKEOOK WILL:

1. Increase my workload (11 [2) (31 4 (5 (60 M
2. Increase the freedom I have on my job............ (11 21 (31 1M (5 (6 M
3. Improve the quality of work I produce........... (11 2] (31 M) (5 16 [N
4, Make it more difficult to meet deadlines............... (11 21 31 (4 (5 [6] (7N
5. Make it difficult to do a good job..........ee..o.o.onn. (1] 12 (31 (4 151 (6] (M
6. Make my work more challenging (11 121 (31 4 (5 (8] (M
7. Make my work more frustrating (11 120 (31 4 151 (6 (7
8. Decrease the discretion I can exercise on my job. (1] 121 31 (4 151 (6 (7
9. Increase my ability to get work done....nne.......... (11 (2] 131 (4] (5 [6) (N
10.  Make it easier to keep up with my workload.......... (1) 20 21 4 15 16 (M
11. Make my job more interesting (11 (20 (31 4 1[50 (6 (7




. SPECIFIC CONCERNS

Please make at least one positive and one negative statement or observations about the
idea of an investigation guide, the CIDSS workbook, and/or the way it is being
implemented.

POSITIVE:

NEGATIVE:
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IV. MATCHING THE MODEL AND THE WORKBOOK

The CIDSS system is based on the investigation mode! presented in the training. The
workbcok was planned to correspond to the model. Several major sections of the model
and the workbook are listed below. Please put an 'X’ in every box that represents a
match between the model and the workbook.

WORKBOOK SECTIONS

Allegations
Evaluation of Children
Description of Injuries
Explanation of Allegation (adult)
Family Ability to Protect
Community Resources Used/Needed

Supervisor Review

MODEL

EVENT:
What happened

EXTENT:
How serious

DYNAMICS:
Environment

RESOURCE
Availability

o G-28
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V. USING THE CIDSS WORKBOOK

The two paragraphs below include information from aa intake and an initial
investigation contact. Please read this information and enter it in the appropriate
places in the attached workbook.

On March 7, 1988 you were assigned the following Priority I abuse
investigation. Pete S. arrived at school severely bruised with
blackened eyes and a bloody ear. The school nurse alleges that Mr.
Riser abused Pete. The intake report contained Mr. Riser's work

. phone number. You immediately called him.

Mr. Riser reported that he was only trying to teach his step-son,
Pete, the importance of success in academic and sports activities. He
said that he expects his son to excel in everything and punishes him
severely when he does not. He repecatedly emphasized that he did
not hit Pete and therefore does not abuse him.

Beginning with the ALLEGATIONS section, please enter this initial investigation
information in the workbook.
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This completes the training evaluation, we would appreciate any ad 'itional comments on the

training and/or the workbook. Please write them in the space below. When you have
finished:

0 Fold the training evaluation in half with the return address showing,

0 Place you training evaluation form in the box by the door.

COMMENTS:
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JEFFREY M. ANDPERSON

ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
MAIL CODE 503-E

STATE OFFICE




AP2ENDIX H

Implementation Factors Survey
for Evaluation of Automated CIDSS

207




CASE INVESTIGATION
DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM
WORKBOOK

CPS SPECIALIST'S ASSESSMENT
OF
IMPLEMENTATION FACTORS

Office of Strategic Management

Research and Development




MONITORING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF

THE CASE INVESTIGATION DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

o

We want to know your honest opinions. Please do not write your name on
the Implementation Factors Questionnaire.

The survey identification number on this page helps us monitor the
questionnaire returns without placing your name on the questionnaire or
in the computer files.

The questions ask you to circle one of several numbers that appear on a
scale beside each statement. You are to choose the one number that best
matches the description of how you feel about the statement.

You may write comments in the Problem Explanation sectiomns and in the
comment section at the end of the questionnaire.

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING

ID

12209




I.

10.

INNOVATION FACTORS

The ten factors listed
below are cften linked with successful projects. Please indicate your level of
agreement or disagreement with each statement by circling the appropriate number
on the seven point scale.

Numerous factors affec: the success of an innovation.

AT THIS POINT IN TIME, HOW ACCURATELY DO THESE STATEMENTS DESCRIBE THE CASE
INVESTIGATION PROJECT?

The expected benefits for

using the workbook are clear . . . [1] [®] [3] [4]
The procedures for using
the workbook are clear.. . . . . . [1] [@ [3] [4]

The procedures for getting,
completing, using, and storing

the workbook are simple. . . . . . [1] (4]
The workbook counfiguration is
stable: content, format

and procedures will not have

to change much over time. . . . . .[1] 2f 31 (4] ég;ftigsif‘ ffih
There is need for the workbook E“?. L
Inmy umlfe v o o v o 0 oo w e o(1] (3] (4] {55° 16} 17

Beyond meeting tie need, the
vorkbook has obvious advantages
for my unit. L] * L] * L] [ J * * * L]

- (11 (2]

By

(3]

The effectiveness of the work-
book is readily observable. . . .

.I1]

All components of the workbook
are fully developed and

readily available. . ¢« ¢ ¢ o « o« o[1] ] (3]

Usiug the workboock, I can
complete investigations as

fast or faster than without

the workbooke « ¢ o o o ¢ ¢« o o«

(1] (31 (4]

The workbook i3 a reliable
decision support tool. . . . o .

-(1] (3]




PROPLEM EXPLANATION

If you coded any responses in the darkened area please use this page to
explain your response. 1IF YOU DO NOT AGREE WITH A STATEMENT PLEASE TELL

US:
A. wnat has happened to cause you to 'disagree?'
B. what can be done to change future entries to 'agree?'
C. who or vhat organizational unit can resolve the problem?
For example, a description for a disagree code for question 3:
3. (A) It is not easy to get new forms. The masters provided by State

Office are not clear enough form making good copies.

(B) New masters could be made and printed (in large quantities) at
the State printshop in Austin.

(C) 1 think the project director should take care of this.

o 11




II. USER AND SETTING FACTORS

The success of an innovation is linked to characteristics of the setting and
the users as well as characteristics of the inmovation. The nine setting
characteristics listed below are often linked with successful projects. Please
indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement by
checking the appropriate mumber on the seven point scale.

AT THIS POINT IN TIME, HOW ACCURATELY DO THESE STATEMENTS DESCRIBE THE CASE
INVESTIGATION PROJECT?

1. I am aware of the expected
benefits from using the workbook. .(1] [¥ (3] [4]

2. I have skills & knowledge
needed to use the workbook . . . . (1] (o (3] [4]

3. It will be easy to retain
experienced workbook users
in my unit. * * * * * * L] * L] L] . 0[1] [“ [3] [4]

4. 1 feel motivated to give
the workbook a fair trial. . . . . (1] (¢ [3] (4]

5S¢ My beliefs and values
make it easy for me to
accept the workbook as
legitimate practice. . . . . . . . (1] §2{ (3] (4]

6. Facilities, equipment, and
supplies are availabie to
support the use of the
Wworkbook.s « ¢« + ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o (1] [W(

(31 [4]

7. Leaders at all levels
endorse the workbook. . . . . . . (1] (2] ($f (4]

8. I car identify and address
factors that hinder my
use of the workbookee « « « « o « «[1] [Df/ (3] (4]

9. Policies and Procedures are in
place to guide the use & security / R Ty SR




PROBLEM EXPLANATION
1f you coded any responses in the darkened area please use this page to
explain your response. IF YOU DO NOT AGREE WITH THE STATEMENT PLEASE TELL
US:

A. what has happened to cause you to 'disagree?’

B. what can be done to change future entries to 'agree?'

C. who or what organizational unit can resolve the problem?

A potential description for a disagree code for question 3:

#3. (A) I am new to this unit. I did not receive the training (neither
did three other CPS specialists).
(B) Follow-up training is needed, or an orientation to the workbook
needs to occur during the first weeks with the unit.
(C) Either Sraff Development or the Project Directo: could provide
training/orientation.




This completes the questionnaire. We would appreciate any additional
comments you would like to make. Please write them in the space below.
When you have finished, please:

o Pold the questionnaire in half ‘so the —-eturn address is showing)
and tape or staple the questionnaire shv!.
0 Return the completed questionnaire through agency mail.

Thank you very much for participating.

COMMENTS:




TO:

AGENCY MaAIL

JEFFREY M. ANDERSON

OFFICE OF STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT,
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
STATE OFFICE M.C. 231-E

(SRR

ANee T oAnpe A
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MOWITORING TER IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE CASE INVESTIGATION DFCISION SUPPORY SYSTEM

GCENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

]

Ve want to know your homest opinions. Please do not write your name on
the Inplementation Factors Questionnaire.

The survey idengificstion mmber o1 this page helps us monitor the
questionnaire returus without placing your aoame on the questionnsire or
ia the computer files.

The questions ask you to circle one of several mmbers that appear ou a
scale beside each statement. You are to choose the one mmber that best
matches the description of how you feel about the statement.

You may vrite comments in the Problem Explazation sections and in the
comsent section at the end of the questiounnaire.

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING
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I. INNOVATION FACTORS

Numerods factors sffect the success of an innovatiocn. The ten factors listed
below sre often linked with successful projects. Plesse indicate your level of
agreement or dissgreement with each statement by circliang the appropriate aumber
ou the sevet point scale.

AT THIS POINT IN TIMR, BOW ACCURATELY DO THESE STATIMENTS
DESCRIBE THR CAST INVESTIGATION PROJECT?

l. The expected benefits for
using the workbook are clear . . . [1] (2] (3] [4]

2. The procedures for using
the wo are clear.. . . . . « [1] [2] (3] (4]

3. The procedures for getting,
completicg, using, and storing
the workbook are simple. . . . . . [1] [2] (3] (4}

4. The workbook configuration is
stable: countent, format,
and proccdurca vill not have

change much over time. . . . . .[1] [2] (3] [4]

S. There is need :ior ths workbook
1‘ " mt. L] L] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] .[1] [2] [3] [‘]

6. Leyoud meeting the need, the
vorkbook has obvious advanta;gg
formy unit. « « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o . [1] (2] (3] (4]

7. The effectivenass of the work-
book is readily observable. . . . .[1] 2] [3] [4]

8. All ¢ ts of the workbook
are EEEEy developed and
bl. .

readily avai e ee o o o o o o[1} [2] (3] [4]

. 9. Using the workbook, my staff
. can complete investigatiouns

as fast or faster than without
- the workbook. « « « ¢ ¢« o « o o o o[1] (2] (3] (4] :

10. The workbook is a reliable
decision support tool. . . . . . .[1] (2] [3] (4]
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PROBLEM EXPLANATION
If you coded any responses in the darkened area please use this page to

explain your response. IF YOU DO NOT AGREE WITH A STATEMENT PLEASE TELL
Us:

A. what has happened to cause you to ‘'disagree?’ ' -
B. vwhat can be dome to change future entries tc 'agree?'
C. who or what organizationsl unit can resolve the problem? ~

Yor example, a description for a disagree code for question 3:

#3. (A) It is not essy to get new forms. The masters provided by State
Office are not clear enough form making good coples.

(3) New masters could be made and printed (in large quantities) at
the State printshop in Austin.

(C) I think the pro :ct director should take care of this.



II. USER AND SETTING FACTORS

benefits from using the workbook. .[1] [2] [3] [4]

experienced workbook users

The success of an innovation is lioked to characteristics of the setting and
the users as well as characteristics of the ianovation. The nine setting
characteristics l1isted below are often linked with successful projects. Please
indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement by
checking the appropriate mmber on the seven point scale.

AT THIS POINT IN TIME, HOW ACCURATELY DO THESE STATEMENTS DESCRIBE THE CASE
IRVESTIGATION PROJECT?

Staff are avare of the expected

Sta’f have skills & knowledge
needed tc use the workbook . . . . [1] [2] (3] [4]

It will be easy to retain
iﬂ .y uﬁt- *« o o e o o o o e o o 0[1] [2] [3] [6]

Staff perceive the need for
using the workbook. . . . . . . . [1] (2] [3] [4]

Staff are motivated to give
the workbook a fair trial. . . . . [1] (2] (3] (4]

Staff's beliefs and values
make it easy for them to
accept the workbook as

legitimate practice. . . . . . . . [1] (2] (3] (4]

Pacilities, equipment, and

supplies are available to

support the use of the

workbook. « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o W[1] [2] (3] (4]

Leaders at all levels
endorse the workbook. . . . . . . .[1] [2] (3] (4]

Policies and Procedures are in
place to guide the uge & security
of the workbook. . . « « « « « « o [1] [2] [3] (4]




PROBLEM EXPLANATION
1f you coded any responses in the darkened arfea plesse use this page to
explain your response. IF YOU DO NOT AGREE WITH A STATEMENT PLEASE TELL
Us:
A. what has happened to cause you to 'disagree?’
B. what can be done to change future entries to 'agree?’
C. who or what organizational unit can resolve the problem?
A poteuntial description for a disagree code for question 3:
#3. (A) I have three new CPS Specialists who did not receive the
training. .
(B3) Follow-up training is needed, or an orientation to the workbook
needs to occur during the first weeks with the un t.

(C) Either Staff Development or the Project Director could
provide training/orientation.
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This completes the questionnaire. We would appreciate any additional
comments you would l1ike to make. Please write them in the space below.
When you have finished, please:

o PFold the questionnaire in half (so the return address is showing)
and tape or staple the questionnaire ghut. - )

o Raturn the completed questionmnaire through agency mail.

Thank you very much for participating.

COMMENTS :
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GLOSSARY

Automated MAPPER Intake (AMI) System--a mainframe
computer application that replaced the Prompted
Intake System. AMI allows for documentation of an
intake report and electronic transfer of the intake

4 report to another user, while simultaneously pro-

ducing management information reports from the
intake report data.

CiIDSS--Case Investigation Decision Suébort System.
Two-part product developed by the Case Decision
Project. Part I is a printed workbook that leads
CPS specialists through a standardized method of
handling CPS cases. Part II, automated CIDSS, is a
software version of the workbook. Data from the
automated CIDSS can be aggregated and reported in
ways that aid management of CPS and decisions on
cases.

CPS Automation Plan--three-stage automation of DHS's
child protective services, illustrated in figure
I-1.

CPS specialists--caseworkers who specialize in child
protective services.

DHS--Texas Department of Human Services.

DSS--Decision Support System; a computer system that
takes information relevant to a certain decision-
making process, analyzes the information, and
configures it in ways that allow the decision to be
made more quickly and/or more accurately.

Innovation Factors--Innate characteristics of an
A innovation that affect its acceptance.

MAPPER--Maintaining, Preparing, and Producing Execu-
tive Reports:; a computer language.

Glossary-1




MIS--Management Information System; a computer system
in which information needed for management of a task
or operation is collected and displayed for use by
persons responsible for the completion and/or con-
trol of that task or operation.

Model Exercise--Post-training test of understanding
the RIF/RAF Model.

Prompted Intake System--an application for micro-
computers that assists the CPS intake worker in
documenting an intake report. The system carries
the user through a series of on-screen prompts to
ensure that all relevant information is obtained.
Replaced by Automated MAPPER Intake (AMI) System.

PSFC--Protective Services for Children Branch in DHS.

RIF/RAF Model--Risk Intensity Factors/Resource Avail-
ability Factors; a conceptual model of the decision
process in CPS cases.

User and Setting Factors--factors outside an innova-
tion itself that influence its acceptance.

Workbook--see CIDSS.

Workbook Exercise--Post-training test of proficiency
at using the CIDSS workbook.

Glossary-2
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